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FOREWORD

A work, which would speak for itself, hardly requires a
foreword. But my young friend, the author, who has already
made some small but admirable contributions to the study of
Sanskrit Poetics, seeks an introduction for his more ambitious
work to the scholarly world, I gladly accede to his request
and recommend it to the good sense of all students of
Sanskrit literature,

The object of this work is mainly expository. The author
takes the accepted text of the Dhvanydiloka and gives a full
running exposition in English of its terse Karikd and Vrtti.
He takes good care to elucidate and illustrate his points by
profuse quotations from earlier and later Alarhkira literature.
Those who want to study the difficult text critically, in its
proper historical perspective, will undoubtedly find the present
work immensely interesting and helpful. There is also a
very able introduction which deals with the various general
problems connected with the Dhvanydloka and its authorship,
and utilises the latest researches on the subject with keen
critical sense and well-balanced judgment.

Jagannatha, one of the latest but not the least important
writers on Sanskrit Poetics, speaks of the Dhvanyaloka as
having been slamkdra-sarapi-vyavasthdpaka. The tribute is by
no means exaggerated ; for the tentative speculations of
earlier thinkers are brought together and harmonised in this
classical work into a more or less comprehensive system on
the basis of its own theory of suggestion. It standardised
the scheme of Sanskrit Poetics, and in this sense it is truly
an epoch-making work. To interpret such a work is indeed
an ambitious undertaking. Our young author, with the
learning and sobriety of more mature years, has dared much,
but has also notably succeeded. He is competently conversant
with his subject, which has a wide literature and abstrase
technique. Though modegt i scope, his treatment, even if it
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errs on the side of profuseness, shows a mastery not only of
the whole field of theory, but also of incidental details, and
gives evidence of sound scholarship and just criticism,

The present publication comprises only the first Uddyota.
The second Uddyota, I understand, is ready for the press.
Let me hope that the author will receive sufficient encourage-
ment to publish the remaining portions and complete his
eminently useful work.

S. K. De.



PREFACE

It is needless here to dilate upon the importance of the
Dhvanydloka in the field of Sanskrit literary criticism. It
would be enough if we characterise it as the fountain-head of
all later spzculations regarding the fundamental concepts of
Sanskrit Poetics.  Since the discovery of its manuscript by
Dr. G. Bithler several editions have been published embodying
the karikds, the vreti and the Locana, in some cases accompani-
ed by some sub-commentaries. But as yet no complete English
translation or exposition of this important text has appeared
though long ago Dr. Jacobi published a2 German translation of
the treatise in the Zeirschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen
Gessellsehaft (lvi and lvii) wupto the Third Uddyota,
which however remains a sealed book to most scholars in
India due to their lack of an adequate acquaintance with that
langnage. Of course, recently an English translation has been
announced, but till now it has not seen the light of day.* In
these circumstances, it is hoped, the present edition of the
Dhvanyaloka with an introduction and an elaborate exposition
in English may not be deemed useless.  As serious students
of Sanskrit Poetics would: be more benefited by the clarification
of the difficult concepts and abstruse polemics embodied in 2

' treatise of this type than by a literal rendering in a different
idiom, ' I have incorporated in the body of the exposition
copious extracts' from standard texts om Sanskrit Poetics,
belonging to both pre-dhvani and post-divani periods that are
expected to throw sufficiént light on the abstruse dialectics
of the exponents of the Dhvani-school vis-u-vis representa-
tives of other rival schools of thought.  Thus the present
edition would be deemed more wuseful to advanced

* I unierstand that there is an incomplete English translation
of the Dhvanydloka (I-IZ) by K. Rama Pisharody published
m Indian Thought (BX-X), 1917-18. I have mot however seen it.
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typss of students than to mere beginners or dilettantes for
whom, for that matter, the Dhvanydloka is hardly intended.
However, I intend to bring out in the near future a companion
volume incorporating a free English rendering of the text, the
two thus supplementing each other and enhancing their useful-
ness. In preparing the present edition I have mainly
utilised the editions of the Dhvanydloke (with Locana) as
published by the Nirnaya Sagar Press, by Chowkhamba (with
the sub-commentary Bdlapriyd) and by the late MM. Kuppu-
swami Shastrin (with the sub-commentary Kaumudi with his
own gloss Upalocana extending up to the end of the first
Uddyota), important variants being noted in the supplementary
.notes appended at the end.* The present fasciculus contains
only the first Uddyota.  The text of the second Uddyota is
in the course of active preparation along similar lines and is
expected to be shortly out. The remaining Uddyotas would
gradually follow if the scheme meets with sufficient
_encouragement,

To teachers of my post-graduate days, especially to Dr.
Satkari Mookerjee M.A., Ph. D. and Prof., Sivaprasad
Bhattacharya M. A., Sdhitya-Sdstrin, from whom I had the
previlege of studying this difficult text, Iconvey my heart-felt
gratitude. It was to their inspiring lectures, to one’s incisive
analysis of the aBstruse concepts in course of which he brought
‘to bear upon the task his vast store-house of philosophical
wisdom and to the other’s passionate enthusiasm that even
transformed the reading of a critical text into something of
.2 literary banquet, the critical insight of the one thus
-supplementing the aesthetic appreciation of the other, that my
love for this treatise of Anandavardhana is mainly due.
1 would however be failing in my duty if I forget to
express my deep debt of gratitude to .Dr, Sushil Kumar
De, M.A,, D. Lit. (London), who. helped me in various
ways ‘by lending me books of reference in course of ‘my
writing the introduction as also by placing at my dis-

aefe:g&ges:»a?e tq the Chowkhamba Edition

Sheered.

| ¥.dm, our notes.
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posal his valuable collation of the important available
manuscripts of the Dhvanyaloka. 1 am all the more grate-
ful to him for kindly contributing a Foreword to this
edition.

There are likely to be misprints here and there as the
preparation of the present edition had to be done single-
handed, from the copying of the manuscript for the press
to the reading of the final proofs, for which I crave the
indulgence of scholars.

Finally, T convey my gratefulness to the authorities of
the Education Department, Government of West Bengal,
but for whose kind favour as evinced by my appointment
as Associate Professor of Sanskrit Language and Literature
in the Post-Graduate Research Department of the Sanskrit
College, Calcutta, though for a brief period, the publica-
tion of the present fasciculus would have been indefinitely
deferred.

July 1956, B. P, Bhattacharya
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INTRODUCTION

I. Anandavardhana—His Date, Genealogy and Works

Rajinaka Anandavardhana, to whom the Dhvanyaloka is
generally ascribed was a reputed Kashmirian poet, critic and
philosopher. As regards his date there is very little room for
controversy, For, Kalhana, the celebrated author of the
Rdjatarangini, the most authoritative chronicle of Kashmir, men-
tions him in the following verse as one of the ornaments
adorning the court of King Avantivarman :—

“aFaE: g sEaaaeda: |
97 TCATHEAMN arHTsasafraaa: 1" —Vv., 34,1
Now, according to Biihler and Jacobi Avantivarman flourished
during the period 855-884 A.D. Thus, on the evidence of
the Rajatarangini, Anandavardhana attained fame during the
reign of Avantivarman, the first Utpalite king of Kashmir,
Recently, attempts have been made by some scholars to esta-
blish Anandavardhana’s contemporaneity with King Sarnkara-
varman (883-902 A.D.), the son of Avantivarman.? The argu-

I See M, A. Stein’s Translation of the Rdjatarangini,
Vol. I, p. 189 and Notes,

2 Cf. ‘‘The exact pericd, counted by years of the
Christian era, in which Anandavardhana flourished is not
known. But Kalhana admits that he obtained fame during
the reign of Avantivarman ({855/56—883 A.D.). He might
have outlived the first Utpalite and could very well be con-
temporary of his son, Sdmkaravarman (883-goz A.DB.). The
latter half of the ninth century thus may be the approximate
age in which he might have lived,”—Sunil Chandra Roy :
The Author of the Ramgbhyudaya—His Date and Identity
( Indian Historial Quarterly, Vol. XXX. No. 4. December
1954 )¢ '
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ments advanced in support of this view are that (1) Ananda-
vardhana mentions Ramabhyudaya, a drama by king Yasovar-
man, and cites a verse from it' and that (2) Ya$ovarman,
is another name of King Sarhkaravarman.? Bhatta Jayanta,
tye author of the Nydyamafijari, was a contemporary of King
Sarhkaravarman,® and from a critical examination of the verses
in which Jayanta refers to and refutes the Dhvani theory ¢

1. Anandavardhana quotes only the pratika-viz, ‘AT
AT —Faagio:’ seatfasets:'— Uddyota 11T, pp  307-8
(Kasln Sanskrit Series Edn.). The full verse is given by
Abhinavagupta in his *Locana as follows :—

“gargiraaterrafin: adafasiied-
gaaf war aea sear garfy qureaar
AATHIRATAT: 97a7 fa waet e
. Fwfeagadt Sa@a o g7 o n”

2. For a discussion of the identity of Samkaravarman
with Vaovarman vide Kavi M. Ramakrishna’s Bhatta Jayantx
and Yasovarman of Ka$mira in the Acdrya Puspdn]ah Volume,
Calcutta, 1940 ; also Sunil Chandra Roy’s article ent1t1ed
“The Identzty of the Yasovarman of Some Mediaeval Coins’ in
the Journal of the Asiatic Society (Letters), Vol. XVII, No. 3.
1951, pp. 251-53.

3. Se¢e Kavi M. Ramakrishna, loc. cit.

4. Compare : ‘“ga grsgarARiAfgET @ISl arfaa: |

R qftearreg: TE F99 safaq 1l
Frafider i frafa e |

qAT—We gfer feet @1 w7 a3
LISISRUIREE SR e G REi gl
YR qTed qF IF T97 797 |
saar Jgg w=t Ffafv: gy A9y
fitmﬁsﬁ ﬁﬁrﬁ arRTETERseAtt n”
Nyaymaman, D 45. (Kashi Sanskrit Series).

#jﬂ;@WWt Jayanta Bhatta, in the above
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it appears probable that Anandavardhana, the first systematic
propounder of the theory of dhvani was an older contem-
porary of Jayanta and as such a contemporary of éamkaravar—
man as well, So, 902 A D. can beregarded as the terminus ad
quem for Anandavardhana’s date.

As regards Anandavardhana’s genealogy very little is
known save that he was the son of a Nozza or Nonopadhydya
as is attested by the colophon at the end of Uddyota 11I of
his work as preserved in a MS. of the India Office Library.
The variant Jonopddhydya is also found in the colophon at the
end of Uddyota IV. But the latter reading seems to be in-
correct inasmuch as Hemacandra, in his commentary on the
Kavydnusdsana, while referring to Anandavardhana’s Devi-
Sataka, cites him as Nona-suta or the son of Nopa.l

Anandavardhana was the author of several works, both
literary and philosophical, besides the Dhvanydloka, which is
the most celebrated of all. He composed the Devisataka, a
century of devotional stanzas addressed to the Goddess
(Durga), full of difficult literary artifices like muraja-bandha,
gomitrikd-bandha, sarvatobhadra, mahd-yamska, kdfici-yamaka,
avali-yamaka, dvyaksara, ardha-bkrama, punaruktavad-abhdsa,
apasabddabhdsa, padabhydsa, repha-vivartitaka, prahelikd, catur-

extract pointedly refers to the two gdthds : 7w wfiwer draedl
— and ‘AT €& forassrg ~—wT afger Casrws Yssg wg fore-

* which have been cited by Anandavardhana in his
Vrtti on Uddyota I to illustrate the nature of €3f and its
difference from ar=aTe.

1 See also Anandavardhana’s Devifataka, v. 10I
where he introduces himself as Nopa-suta :—

‘T TG IMTIGEER A A FERAT |
Sfram TR Arr-gar qafa w'—
Kavyamadla, Pt, IX (NSP.)

’
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artha and slesa of all sorts, the very devices that have been
banned by the author himself in his Dhvanydloka, 11, 15-16
and vytti thereon.® This illustrates once again the divergence
between theory and practice, which is so common in human
behaviour.? Visamabdnalild, from which two Prakrit gdthds are
cited by Anandavardhana in his vptti-text® and the Arjuna-carita
in Sanskrit which has been referred to by Anandavardhana
himself in his vriti on Dhvanydloka, III. 25 and f{rom which
Abhinavagupta cites a verse?, are two other literary works
composed by him. These two seem to have been alluded

“a drag afedeafy arwify w30 sfarges wWfgeaFTdg 997 1
TS ATIATE TeT-Tgaagia gl aewEas A E T g w4
gk fawewt faiwa  somafafe W@ qar = EsEE
gemrewt ¥ fagd gfy swwa gesafav’'—p. 22 . Compare
also Dhvanydloka, 111, 41-42, that furnish the definition of fe=-

#Ts7 and Anandavardhana's strictures thereon : ‘7 T
Froae, | FEAFRY Tt | 7 rfraeasafad a1 geacamafa..”
—DP. 494-95.

2. Compaze :

‘wrgfrerafrm: seaqfrarramaiaty T am )

areafy frsrgeatfaaa aaumETEAl g W—7Vyaktiviveka,

' p. 153. (Benares Edn.)

3. Under Dhvanydloka, II. 1 (791 = 799 fawwarr-
Frorarg—aret srafa—' ) and II. 27 (97 91 799 fawaamor-
FSTATTGIHT Fraaea—d am fafwgee— ).

4. Cf: ‘uass wHASIAafQsiTe TREETONay a3 1
yafiay —on which fg,ycana comments | ‘Tafafafa—ayfad
gAY Wy, FRdfet gt aq R qratear-frarfer ¢
=P 3@?.-
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to also in the concluding verse of the Deviataka as interpre-
ted by the commentator Kayyata.?

Anandavardhana was also the author of several philoso-
phical treatises, as is attested by the Vr#ti as also by Abhi- °
nava’s °Locana thereon. In his Vrtti on Dhvanydloka, T11. 47,
while refuting the position of the opponents who tryto
discourage all attempts at providing definitions of dhvani on
the ground that it is AfA3zq—Li.e. indescribable or indefinable ?
Anandavardhana refers to the position of the Buddhist
philosophers that has been critically examined by him in a
separate treatise, which was a commentary on the Viniscaya-
tikd of Dharmottara as pointed out by Abhinavagupta.’
The PramanaviniScaya was a work on Buddhist Logic by
Dharmakirtti, and Acirya Dharmottra wrote a commentary

1. Compare :

‘FrraRmgEt frwEeR = @ifeqr o ‘

A gAY TF QAT Fd WRAT W—Devis'ataka,v. 104
and Kayyata's comments thereon: ‘& Ffaqeag—IT<s-
Fotat favrErdent  freamrasiTaia ¥ et aRd siear
famifear | fwremSenAafalaeafag: 7= sikag @mEfaky
IaT4: I'—Anandavardhana’s fagwaTordieT is  quoted: in
Sdrasamuccaya as mnoticed in Peterson’s Second Report, p, 17 £

2 Compare the view of the third group of the Abhiva-~
vidins referred to in the very first Kdrikd of the Dhvanydloka-
viz, ‘Ffag arat feaaafawd qeaqaeadiay. See also vriti on,
Dhvanydloka, 1. 19,

3 Compare : ‘geafiizae sawguiayd st xfag agwaa-
qIrTr gAY fAsafgeaTr:’—on which Abhinavagupta re-
marks : TR gfa fafregadmmt gataat ar fakar asa-
FAT Fa1 799 qg AT —Locona, p. 529.
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.on it entitled Pramdna-viniscaya-tika.® Thus Anandavar-
dhana, according to his own confession wrote a commentary
on Dharmottara’s Viniécaya-tikd. That Anandavardhana was
intimately conversant with the philosophical treatises of the
great Dharmakirtti is further attested by the citation of two
‘verses, ascribed by him to the latter.? Besides the commen-
tary on Dharmottara’s Pramdpa-viniscaya-tika, Abhinavagupta
refers to Anandavardhana’s Tattvaloka, which appears to have
been a work on Advaita Philosophy, twice in his Locana.’
Thus, Anandavardhana was both a poet-critic and philoso-
pher of the first rank, a fact to which he himself seems to
have been fully alive as is evidenced by one of his verses cited
in the vrtti on Dhvanydloka, 111, 43 —viz.

I. See MM. Satish Chandra Vidyabhiisana’s 4 History of
Indian Logic, pp. 308-9 and pp. 320-31 for Pramdna-viniscaya
of Dharmakirtti and Vini§caya-tikd of Dharmottara. According
to that scholar Dharmottara’s date is circa 847 A.D. which
-does mnot conflict with the date assigned to Anandavardhana.

2. Cf. “gqi—"s@wasfqusaay 9 afora:—. . a91 I gqH1s:
ot i wfafe ) ovemR 9 TEE | I — AT EEEQIE-
EAHATH IR RAT— SR AT TS e =S SFfa g 1’'—
Vrtti on Dhvanydloka, I11. 40. The latter verse occurs as
‘Colophon in Dharmakirtti’s Pramdnavdrttika. See Journal of
.the Bihar and Orissa Research Society, Vol. XXIV, Pts. I-II,
“for the Text of the Pramdnavarttika.

3 E.g. ‘Gsafensd ewe ar=d agd =g, qiafaaresefad:
TIIRTEOEAT GfFAT | qgRivey § €9 GRAEENEd Eied-
=TeAFIRW 7 7 fafeqd qeawwa+d frwgas’— Locana, p. 67.
Also (——"TRIATHFAIARE LR qid ATAGATAAF: FHeqaey
Ffeadt  TFEEAT MASHT CAF: 9 WA AR, FEAT T
FETHTGAICT ST AT TG ngmrmmfg%a faafeaa =
‘ﬁ‘»‘l‘ﬁfﬂ%ﬁ'{ —Vrtti on thanyaloka, IY. 5,on which Abhinava-
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JgT AHF—
AT SYRAAT T |fag wrfaq FHEE 9T
gitzat afefafizsardfasaiar g Jafz=dr
¥ g sraaersy franfa frdviaeat o
AT AT 7 weafeaTaT | @yafrged gEw 1t
In the anthologies some verses are attributed to Ananda-

vardhana®—a fact which goes to prove his prolific activity
as a poet.

II. Karika and Vrtti

The Dhvanyaloka, as is usually the case with most of the
ancient Indian philosophical texts (.fdstms), is divided into two
distinct parts—viz. the kdrikd and the Vriti. In most cases
these two parts are the work of the same author, as for

gupta comments: 'TEFATA IR | TARAENTNE  gRUTE
AN TR JIAL:, FHAFTAR q TWeqwRT—fq W 1 oy
TEIEHTRT TRATH I (qqed 1R, T8 e 7 Healsaws g aremfireag
ZfAaq |—C°Locana, p. 533. It was Dr. S. K. De who first drew
the attention of scholars to this lost treatise of Anandavardhana
in the Introduction to his edition of the Text of Kavyaloka-
locana IV (Published in the Journal of the Depariment of Letters,
Calcutta University, 1922) in these words : “Another point
of interest is the mention by Abhinava of a work, called
Tattvloka, by Anaudavardhana, in which the latter is said
to have discussed in detail the relation between Sdszra-naya
and Kdvya-naya. This work yet remains to be recovered.”
Tt seems that the former of these two references to Tattvdloka
in the °Locana escaped the cautious eyes of the learned scholat,

1 Op. cit., pp. 507-9.

2 See Vallabhadeva's Subhdsitavali, Introduction. pp. 9-Io
{Peterson’s Edition).



xvi THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

example, in Mammata’s Kdvyaprakdsa,® in Vamana’s Kdvyd-
lamkara-sitra-vrtti, in Hemacandra’'s Kdvydnusdsana etc. It
was Dr. Bithler who first hinted at the difference of authorship
of these two portions of the Dhvanydloka in the following
words :—

“From Abhinavagupta’s Tika it appears that verses® are
the composition of some older writer, whose name is not
given. But it is remarkable that they contain no marngald-
carana.’®

Since this brief utterance of Biihler a heated controversy
has raged round the question of autilorship of these two
parts, which goes on unabated even to this day, and which
shows no sign of being set at rest till some definite and un-
assailable testimony is available.

III. Karikakara and Vrttikira

Just as Abhinavagupta in his °Locana differentiates bet-
ween the two parts of the Dhvanyaloka as noted above, in the
same way he frequently seems to draw our attention to the
differences of opinion of the authors of the two texts—viz.
the Karikakdra (or—krt.) and Vyttikdra (or—°krt) and
‘appears to be at great pains to reconcile the apparently

1 In this comnection reference might be made to the
difference in interpretation of the kdriki : mdld tu parvavat
( Kdvyaprakda, X ) involving a controversy as regards the
anthorship of the karikd and vriti-texts of the Kdvya-Prakdsa.
See *M3B tu pilirvavat’—an article by Divekar in Annals of
‘the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol, VI, Pt. I
(1925) and Dr. S. K. De’s rejoinder of the same under the
same caption in the same Journal, 192627, pp. 419 ff.

2 Viz. the Karikds.

3 Kashmir-Report, p. 65 ff.
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differing viewpoints of the two authors.! The Vrttikdra is
also referred to as gramtha-kara and gramtha-krt in numer-
ous places in Abhinavagupta’s °Locana, while the Kgrikdkara
is once designated as asmanmiila-granthakyt in the °Locana,?
the qualifying prefix asmaz®, in all probability, standing for
the Vrttikdra, in whose eyes the Kdrikd-kdara was in reality the
mitlagrantha-krt, the kdrikad constituting the mila-gratha or
basic text on which the vrtti was but an expository gloss. In
one place again Abhinavagupta refers to the kdrikd-text as
mila-karikd.® Again, Abhinavagupta more than once makes
use of the title Sdstrakdra with reference to Ananda-
vardhana.¢

1 Some of the important péssages of Abhinavagupta’s
°Locana, where the Kdrtkdkdra and the Vryitikdra are set
one against the other, have been collected by Harichand
Sastri in his Kdliddsa et L’Art Poetique de L’Inde, pp. 86-87.
See also D1. S. XK. De in the Bulletin of the School of Oriental
Studies, I, pt. 4., p.3.

2 Cf. “aq Ak e QUM AEqFaeTEa @
gfepeaary | Ssaa—RaTieana TSR |

‘qRgwaeTa asfgd & T San

. AYIAARISHTC A=A Fewraaq 1’ g1 (Dho., 1L 7)
—On which °Locana comments : ‘SfquifeaRdfa swa-
TIFRAT: I'—p. 312.

3 Cf. : g fAqFr@wEad waRaraiaal 9 MUgadr qoeona-
@ATwed fogaRa | o O gawloR amm afacrat
gav | gfagy frogenf a8 SqUa s
frrsOfg——3 sfiearfent 1 '—"Locana, p. 162.

4 agdiey g 94 TRNRANEd gt Ey 77 fafed
qeqrerETe faeauaea ™ '—"Locana, p. 67. This reference
to GTATHI hasalso escaped, the motice of MM. P, V, Kane,
See his History of Sanskrit Poetics ( 1951), p. 194, fu. 1.
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Now, it is but natural to conclude on a cursory review
of the above facts that the authors of the two texts—viz. the
karikd and the vreti are numerically different, as was first hinted
at by Dr. Biihler, and later upheld by Sovani, MM. Dr. P.V.
Kane, Dr..S.K. De, Prof. Sivaprasad Bhattacharya and
others But Dr. Satkari Mookerjee in an illuminating study
entitled .4 Dissertation on the Identity of the Author of the
Dhvanydloka published in the B.C. Law Volume, Pt. 1, tried
to evaluate the above data bearing on the apparent difference
of authorship from an altogether novel viewpoint, taking his
stand on the rules of exegesis. The results that he arrived at
are briefly enumerated in the following concluding paragraph of
his article referred to above —

“To sum up the results of ourenquiry: We have ex-
plained for the first time the rules of exegesis which require
that the Vretikdra, irrespective of his pnumerical difference or
identity with the author of the original, must behave as a
different person and author and observe the subordinate’ réle
which the status of a commentator involves as a matter of
irrefragable form. Secondly, the differentiation of the Vyttikara
from the Karikakdra m the commentai‘y of Abhinavagupta on
the Dhvanydloka is nothmg more than formal and -official
distinction ‘'which i$ necessitated by the duty of protecting
Anandavardhana qua the Vrttikara from' the charge of utsitra
exposition Thirdly, the gdes.ignsnti‘on of Anandavardhana

I For a reference to this defectlve method of exegesis
kmown as -uisitra-vyakhyina (i.e. an interpretation not
warranted by the sifra ) see the comments of Abhinavagupta
on the iﬁtroductofy ‘temarks of the Vritikdra on the Dhvanyd-
Ioka, I x—a“af‘am agfawgg%ﬁaw gafor syFaT—vafrcarte

st efry  war GRER A w | T dereieE
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as the Sastrakdra, the propounder of the school of dhvani,
would be unjustifiable if the kdrikds were the handiwork of
a predecessor. Fourthly, the omission of the name of the
karikgkdra by Anandavardhana or Abhinavagupta is proof
of the fact that the difference of the Kdrikakara from the
Vrttikara is only a fiction of formality. Fifthly, the state-
ments of Abhinavagupta himself have been adduced which are
intelligible on the postulation of the identity of the author of
the Vrrti with that of the karika! Sixthly, the confusion
of functional difference with personal difference has been shown
to be due to the oblivion of the fundamental rules of exegesis,
which has obtained- currency since the end of the 18th.
century, if mnot carlier. Seventhly, the colophon of the Dhvanyd-
loka and the comments of Abhinavagupta thereon have been
shown to contain indication of the identity of Anandavar-
dhana with the author of the kdrikd. Finally, the testimony of
Jayantabhatta has been recorded, which together with the
testimony of the numerous authors of established fame, give
out the Dhvanyaloka to be the product of a single person,
viz. -Anandavardhana.”? .

The rules of exegesis, so clearly set forth by Dr. Mookerjee
in his dissertation, certainly have a very important bearing
on the differentiation of the Vritikdra from the Kdrikakara by
Abhinavagupta in his °Locana, and Dr. Mookerjee’s argu-
ments are extremely valuable in so far as they stress the one
important fact, that irrespective of the issue of numerical or

afy g sCPETATETEE—qaf 1'—p. 165.  Compare
also the rtuling of the Bhasyakara in the Paspa$d : ‘4T
TAYA FIARL TR —Mahdbhdsya.

I e.g. ‘AT FFAFRT @0 cited above.
2 0p. city Pt.ﬁ L, 293.



XX THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

personal identity of the authors of the two texts, they must
always be looked upon as functionally different which alone
is sufficient to explain the strenuously punctilious attempts of
the author of the *Locana as regards their differentiation. The
issue of personal identity may still be regarded as an open
question as Dr. Mookerjee himself admits in the following
statement : ‘I do not think the question to be a closed one
and I propose to record the results of my reflection which
may serve to stress the need of re-consideration and re-assess-
ment of the problem with all its relevant issues.”?

TV. Dhvanikira and Anandavardhana

Even conceding that Anandavardhana, the acknowledged
author of the vriti-text, is numerically identical with the
author of the kdrikds, there remains still one question that
deserves to be carefully discussed. It is true that most of
the later authors, both writers on poetics and authors of
different anthologies, ascribe indifferently to Anandavardhana
and Dhvanikara the authorghip of the kdrikds as also of
verses cited in the vrrti-text, which prima facie proves the
identity of the two.2 But, on the other hand, there are
cases, and they are not infrequent either, where the kdrikds
are attributed to Dhvanikdra, while the verses appearing in
the Vriti are ascribed distinctly to Anandavardhana.® This

1. Loc. cit., p. 179.

2. For a list of such Kdrikds and verses cited in the Vrits
see Hari Chand S'astri’s Kdliddsa et L' Ari Poetique de L'Inde,
pp. 84-85.

3. See Harichand, o0p. cit., pp. 86-87. It is to be mnoted in
this connection that Mahimabhatfa, in, his Vyaktiviveka (p. 211,
TSS. Edn.) ascribes a prose passage of the Vpiti-in which is
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has led to & supposition that it is the Karikdkdra, who first
formulated the dhvani theory by systematising it in short
mnemonic verses, who has been referred to as Dhvanikdra
and, as such, is to be distinguished from his scholiast,
the Vrttikara, who is Anandavardhana himself. The up-
holders of this theory, who form a very considerable group,

included a kdrikd (III. 36), to Dhvanikdra himself. Dr.
Mookerjee lays great stress on this fact and observes : “It is
a matter of historical truth that so far as Indian tradition is
concerned there is perfect unanimity among writers on Sanskrit
Poetics beginning with Mahimabhatta and down to the latest
writers that the authors of the Kdrikd and that of the Vyits
are a self-identical person. Mahimabhatta wrote the Vyakii-
viveka, a product of extraordinary learning and ingenuity, with
the express purpose of refuting the position of Anandavardhana.
He has criticised Abhinavagupta’s exposition also. MM. Kane
asserts that he was a contemporary of Abhinavagupta. Mahim-
abhatta refers 10 the author of the Kdrikd and of the Vriti as
Dhvanikdra without distinction and expressly states that fhe
author himself explains the text in the vriti (Artho vacyavis'eSa
141 svayam vivriatvac ca, VV. p. 82, Benares Edn.) So also has
Ksemendra referred to these texts as the composition of
Anandavardhana, the acknowledged writer of the gloss. Kun-
taka, the authorof the Vakroktijiviia, a reactionary work
written for the confutation of the Dhvanydloka, has been
shown by MM. Kane to refer to Anandavardhana as the author
of the entire text, the Karikd and the vyits included. These
writers belong to Kashmir, the home-land of Anandavardhana
and Kuntaka was the predecessor of Abhinavagupta. It is highly
improbable that these writers, who were pre-eminently noted
for their acumen and accuracy and who are the compatriots
of our author and were separated by a short interval from the
latter should all be guilty of recording a wrong tradition.”—
loc. cit., pp. 182-33.
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try to substantiate their thesis depending on a statement of
of the Vrttikdra, i.e. Anandavardhana, on the very first
karikad of the Dhvanydloka, and Abhinavagupta’s gloss
thereon :—

“qIT ATAT FT TATH IOIF —
aferafeq a agg fesaT anagift ok
sgqa+T g = 99 aEHaFIFaLE T 7q |
w1e% gq tafaar gafraafafy s swasseT
Tt fansfazenfa fF gafam qee: e s 0
—on which Abhinavagupta observes : “dgT FFIATT | AT~

FTAAMHISNIFEAT A ATEAT FfFar 7

Jacobi maintains on the evidence of this statement of
Abhinavagupta, that the Dhvanikara, or the author of the
karikas, was a contemporary of Manoratha, who according
to Kalhana's Rdjatarangini (IV. 497 and 671) flourished in
the reign of Jayapida and his successor Lalitapida (circa 780-
813 A.D.) This is more than half a century earlier than the
upper limit of Anandavardhana’s date. But, as against
this hypothesis, we are to note that Abhinavagupta uniformly
refers to the Vyitikdra himself as grantha-kara (—krt),
while the Karikd-kdra, as we have noted above, is once referred
to as asmanmila-grantha-krt in the °Locana. The dilemma
has been very clearly stated by Dr. S. K. De in the following
passage :—

“‘If we suppose that by grantha-krt Abhinavagupta means
- Anandavardhana, then Manoratha, who is thus made a
contemporary of the latter, lives in the middle or second part
of ‘the . ninth --century, i.e. somewhat later than the date
asigned to him by Kathana, presuming of course that both the
Manorathas are -identical persons. If,"on the - other hand,

Kl N
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we suppose that grantha-krt refers, as Jacobi conjectures, to
the anonymous Dhvanikdra, we are confronted with the fresh
difficulty that by the term grantha-krt Abhinavagupta
invariably means Anandavardhana., To remove this difficulty
we must suppose either that (1) Kalhana is wrong, as Pischel
argues, in assigning Manoratha to the reign of Jayapida-Lali-
tapida or (2) that Abhinavagupta has confused the Karikdkdra
with the Vrttikdra in a manner not usual with him. As there
are no definite means of deciding any one of these equally
plausible propositions, the conjecure that the original Dhvani-
kdra was a contemporary of the Manoratha of Kalhana can-
not be taken to have been definitely proved.’’?

Now, in the absence of any definite proof as to the indepen-
dent authorship of the Karikds, Anandavardhana himself has
been designated as Dhvanikdra and Dhvanydcarya and has been
distinctly regarded as the formulator of the Dhvani-theory.
Even though the Kdrikdkdra be regarded as distinct from
Anandavardhana, the Vyttikdra, the .honorific designation of

I Studies in the History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 1., pp. 1I2-
13. The theory of Prof. Sovani that the name of the unknown
author of the dhvani-kdrikds was Sahydaya has long since been
abandoned.” The term Sahkrdaya, which frequently occurs in
the Kdrikds, in the Vpitt and in the °Locana, has invariably been
used as a qualitative adjunct to refer to “‘connoisseurs (of art)”
or “aesthetes.”” As Anandavardhana observes:—‘dafesT T

fg wawatas:, ggear uq fg #eamt war 3 Feam faufqafa”
—Vrtti on 111, 47 ; so also Locana: ‘ANT FeATRISATHATAGE
fadny AT TN ETEHAMATENGAT § gRAgAEAIS: §gaar’
—pp. 38-39 Abhinavagupta refers to Anandavardhana as ‘§gad-
FHIA @ead geAgiata WA —°Locana, p. 41. For a detailed

discussion of this problem ee MM. P.V. Kane's History of
Sanskrit Poetics (1951),'pp. 184-189.
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Dhavani-kara with refercnce to the latter can be justified on the
ground that like Patafijali, the author of the Mahdabhasya on
Panini’s Astadhyayi, and Sankara, the author of the Bhdsya on
the Vedanta-Satras, it was Anandavardhana who brought out
fully the implications of the aphoristic Dhvani-karikdas and
imparted the final shape to the novel theory of Dhvani, which
exercised an undisputed sway over all later speculations in the
field of literary criticism in Sanskrit. As Jagannitha in his
Rasagangddhara observes :—
“eafagararEwiiggfrsga s 17

In this conncxion the following observations of Dr.S. K.
De deserve our notice :—

“Indeed, it secems that Anandavardhana in his classical
yriti attempted to build up a more or less complete system of
Poetics upon the losely joined ideas and materials supplied by
the brief Kdrikds ; and his success was probably so marvellous
that in course of time the Kdrikakdra receded to the background
completely overshadowed by the more important figure of his
formidable expounder ; and people considered as the Dhvanikara
not the author of the few memorial verses but the commenta-
tor Anandavardhana himself, who for the first time fixed the
theory in its present form. The term “Dhvanikara” itself
came gradually to be used in the generic sense of “the
creator of the Dhvani school,” and therefore indiscrimi-
nately applied by later writers to Anandavardhana, who, though
not himself the founder of the system, came to receive that credit

for having first victoriously introduced it in the struggle of the
schools.”!

1 0Op.cit., Vol. L., pp. 108-9. Of course, in the light
of ‘these observations, the appellation Sdstrakdra as used by
Abhinavagupta with reference to ;\nanga.vardhana would not
‘also appear to be indefensible, But Dr. Mookerjee, in his
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V. Parikara’, Samgraha® and Satikgepa-§lokas

Besides the Kadrikas, the Dhvanydloka incorporates within
its body certain expository verses that are meant either to sum
up the discussious raised in the Kdrikds or in the Vriti, or to
supplement the arguments furnished in the Kdrikds. In the for-
former case they are called Samigraha-slokas or Samksepa-
slokas, while in the latter they are refered to as parikara-slokas,
which are defined by Abhinavagupta as—

“afxwud” sricEdafamad g @ aweeE: 1

If we disinterestedly examine the above three categories of
verses quoted in the vrsti by Anandavardhana and Abhinava-

dissertation referred to above, holds a totally opposite view on
this point. As he remarks; “The question now naturally arises
whether Anandavardhana could be described as the $dsirakdra,
if he were only the writer of the Vyits alone and the Karikds,
which abundantly set forth the doctrine with its details, were
the work of a different person. Barring the scholastic devices
of Abhinava-gupta who tries to make out the Vriti to be only a
paraphrase and elaboration of the Karikd, even if we take a
dispassionate view of the relative position of the Kgrikd and
the Vrits, it must be owned that the original contribution of
the Vpiti is almost nil. In the circumstances, is it not unthinkable
that the author of the Vit should pass off as the promulgator
of the dhvani school, which the titleof $gstrakdra conferred
upon him by Abhinavagupta implies ?’—loc. cit. p. 189.

1 °Locana, p. 107. Compare : “One of the most cogent
arguments against the theory of identity is furnished by the large
number of what are called in the Vy#ti parikara-Slokas, samgraha-
Slokas and samksepa-§lokas. Besides these, there is a verse
quoted in the Ff with the words JIIHA qTTe: on =|°
III. 10-14 and five verses quoted by the gfa with the words
afaanad and afeeqsay (the first two being expressly ascribed
to the FFAHTT himself by Fr¥7 and ome out of the group of
the three on p. 222 beifig ascribed to yravgayq in the
wiftaasreet). Thus there are over twenty-five verses quoted
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gupta’s short comments thereon, certain facts emerge distinctly
that appear to have some important bearing on the authorship
of the Dhvani-kdrikds. Barring the verses introduced by the Vptti-
kdra with the remark ‘TITIHA AT or ‘TAT ATAUATLT:’
which evidently are the Vrtikdra’s own composition, in regard
to the Samgraha-slokas some have been specially pointed out
by Abhinavagupta as being Vystikgra’s own!, while with
regard to the authorship of the rest the °Locana makes no com-
ment. So, also, with regard to the authorship of the Parikara-
Slokas Abhinavagupta is completely silent. What is the
reason of this marked difference of behaviour on the part
of the author of the °Locana with regard to these verses ?
Is it implied thereby that some samgraha-slokas and the pari-
kara-slokas are of a different authorship ? If we subscribe to
this viewpoint, then the conclusion becomes irresistible that
a long interval of time elapsed between the date of the Karika-
kara and that of the Vrttikdra so as to make the speculatious
regarding the import of the Kdrikds as embodied in the above
parikara-Slokas and samgraha-slokas possible.?

VI. The Text of the Karikas

As regafds the text of the Dhvani-kdarikds even, some scholars

in the wpits itself, all of which are the composition of
rAwgay . '—P. V. Kane: History of Sanskrit Poetics, p. 173.
The references are to the Nirnayasagar Edition.

1 Compare: SFafwhy w4¥eaq:— Locana, p. 497.

2 Harichand éistri hints at such a probability when he
observ&e Anandavardhana. avait eu des pre'curseurs; c’est
"2 eux qu'il emprunte les parikara-sioka, les samgraha-Sloka, les

sarikgepa-Sioka qu’il cite "a L'occasiom”—-0p, cit., p. 9o. See also
MM P. V. Kane’s History of Sanskrit Poefics, pp 173~74.
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are suspicious in respect of genuineness of some of them. In this
connexion, we might quote here the following lines from Prof.
Sivaprasad Bhattacharya’s article on Dhvanydloka and Text of
the Dhvanikdrikds as being typical of the viewpoint of a section
of scholars :(— '

“It appears to us that the entire fourth Uddyota is more
likely than not an apocryphal work so far as the original Dhvani-
Kdrikds are concerned. Here it is-that the use of halting forms
and eaclitic particles, of poetic similes and analogies is carried
to a limit far exceeding that of a technical work, untrammelled
by considerations of matter and content. A favouritism for
certain  words,. e.g. fywa, Tuagfa, wwwgwfy, wfqar
(used in a special sense I. 15—as opposite to the or-
dinary sense as in 1.6, IV.1,6) and for restricted meanings
of them evinces itself in the portion which we would ascribe to
Ananda. Excepting the introductory kdrikd, composed in the
Sdardilavikridita and two verses composed in the upajati, which
certainly form a part of the original work, the Kdrikds of the
Dhvanikdra are composed in anustubh and dryd, the former
being preponderent in number. Anandavardhana’s additions
are all in the form of anustubh verses, excepting in the last three
karikds, the fourth Uddyota, composed in the rathoddhata malini
and the Sikhaerini, rather unusual metres for the true kdrikd
form. It may be noted in passing that in the apocryphal portion
Ananda has tried to escape detection by explaining the words
in fhe karikds in the vreti following, exactly as if they are other’s
composition, in the manner we find illustrated, e.g. in the

Vakroktyzvzta

I Proceedmgs of the Szxth Ommtal Confamnca . p. b2r.
The above utterances of the learned scholar cannot be regarded
as anvthmg more than ingenious conjectures in the present
state .of our knowledge- ' .
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VII. The Antiquity of the Dhvani-Theory

It should be carefully noted that Anandavardhana, in the
Dhvanydloka, never considers his own self as being the formu-
lator of the theory of Dhvani, which came to lay down for the
first time an altogether new standard of literary criticism in
Sanskrit, though later writers on Poetics have frequently con-
ferred upon him the enviable tittle of Dhvanikdra and Dhvanyd-
cdrya. On the other hand, Anandavardhana frequently states
inthe Vreti that the element of dhvani was already recognised
as the only essential factor in a poetic composition in the circle
of true literary connoisseurs (sahrdayas). Even if the Karika-
kdra be regarded as distinct from the Vrttikdra, the recognition
of the theory of dhvani as the quintessence of literary art must
be regarded to have been long anticipated by teachers much
older in date than the kdrikdkdra himself though it might not
have been formulatéd in definite well-conceived texts. This
is evident from the very first Karikd of the Dhvanydloka and
Anandavardhana’s gloss on it, which has been clarified all the
more by Abhinavagupta in his °Locana.® In Kdrikda, 1. 19,
the Dhvanikdra again clearly professes that even if the theory

I Cf. “Freneamdr eafafifa gd: gaTETayE: ' —which has
been explained in the vt as: “g¥: FreaqTAaig:, FEIEIRHL
safafcf e, RERET T GETFIGYE:, AV ST g, S
gFfea:.” The plural in gé‘r: is significant in so far as it hints
at the existence of a long tradition of teachers who recognised
the principle of dhvani as the soul of poetry, which itself is a
guarantee that the theory was mnot ome to be lightly
discarded. As °Locama points out: ‘guedwed NIRRT
qufae SR, T g @R agEn 1 a9 gifhy agaey r—
The subsequent expression an'grga' in the Karikd, which
has been rendered all the more explicit in the vwpiti by prefixing
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of dhvani might have been defined and formulated by some of
his predecessors, that does not at all detract from the impor-
tance of his work which not only admits the existence and
undeniability of the principle of dhvani but also gives an

elaboration of the same. Anandavardhana
says

elsewhere
that the composition of poetry with the full re-

cognition of the principle of rasa (poetic emotion), which is
dhvani par excellence, as the sole vitalising essence of art, was
not anything strange or unknown to such ancient doctors as

qTFTAT, has also been unambiguously interpreted by Abhinava-

gupta in the following passage: q3d9 SYTAR—TTILAN |

afafersta Sarw Jiagry faashy fefregersy fafeemea-

fstrr: | F = AT GAFISAEE AR Y, QAR
affteT | TEE-—TERTFEYE & | JAAEIH S AAAT A T
TeaTE, AT F——TENT AR AR sFfeq gemT 1-— loc.
cit. We are to note in this comnexion the introductory words
of Vaska’s Nirubta—viz. ‘GO GATFTE: § sUTeq@en:, with
reference to the text of the Nighantu, which wasbuta traditional
collection of Vedic vocables divided into fhree distrinct sections,
though different recensions of it were prevalent, Exactly
parallel is the expression AT as referring to the - Dhvaid
theory. 'Fhat the Karikdkdra himself, whether he is'toibe identi~
fied with Anandavardhana or not, was not the first propounder

of the doctrine of @hvdnsi is unshakably éstablisked by the clear
statement of Abhinavagupta quoted above, viz. (ATETTrHF-

w1 GFEAY.  The Kdrikdkara might at best be réckpsed

‘as the first systematic writer on the doctrine of dhvans;> who
gave a definite shape to the various ideas, that had long simce

been current in a floating state, with regard te the vasieus
aspects. of dhyari.
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Bharata and others.! [Even the Riri-theorists had a faint
glimpse of this fundamental element of poetry, thoﬁgh they
were not gifted enough to have a firm grasp of it and furnish a
clear and convincing enunciation of this doctrine.? They, thus,
set themselves arduously to the task of formulating the various
ritis, which was in truth nothing but beating about the bush.
Even such an ancient writer as Bhamaha, who was the greatest
exponent of the concept of vakrokti or alamkdra’ (figures of
speech) as the sole cause of poetic charm, could not altogether
deny the existence of dhvani or suggested sense, though he tried
to evade the main problem by including the latter under such
figures of speech as GIATIET, AIEIAT YT etc.3 Not

IgEs wrfaermqw marﬁra‘era LI gqﬁagira
~=Vrtti on Dhvanydloka, p. 401.

2 Compare Dhvanydloka, III. 46 ;
| aegeTgiid FeaaTaRay aAEad |
ymeEfga ey daa FErEtan |
on, which the Vrtti runs as: ‘Tageafiyacma faiid weaaea-
egeEgiE genFaty: shefrg 4ol et wewrer S e
yafdam: | Qfessmfanfat fg seacaiasegeaar g gia-
wrifafy weaY | GEw  Tgeadr gERfiterw  Oftesaw q
fwfzag 11~—See Abhinavagupta’s comments: “Gfaf§ Q‘F‘f@ﬁ
wafaar | aeg—faasy Twrm TR TR G g
I QUTAET YFIL O A FeaAfq W'—"Locana, p.-527.

3 ‘wimsfy aft grsw sagwEd qg Wag AW - a9
wTaRATE: | g SREAARAT: | q A aeaeaeTigaT 1
sfrarafrsawTuRaT U'—Vrthi; 1.13 ;“Locana: 'TATT ArgRIsEER-
s faafaaeaed wfmicdafy, 7 et frega: | safafg
AT A AT AT, G TS RATRAT=aTgY | T =g
FATRISAGEIE | A A, TEFPTAR | a9 ARANFed

TP, T AEGAT, qf8 Ay uamRaeRay 9w
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that the critics alone were aware of the existence of dhvani. Even
great poets like Valmiki, Vydsa, Kalidasa, etc. recognised the
principle of dhvani as the very essence of their poetic art.! From
the evidence collected above it becomes clear that neither Ananda-
vardhana nor the Kdrikakdra if he be regarded as a distinct per-
sonality, should be regarded asthe first discoverer of . this
novel element in poetry. The doctrine of dhvani was first syste-
matically formulated in the Kdrikds in a very succinct form, and
Anandavardhana, qua Vyttikara, elaborately analysed the im-
plications of the Karikds, by way of furnishing a detailed classi-
fication of that novel theme and showing by concrete illustrations
drawn from great authors the way in which it was worked up

AAGITE A TAFTarafa Wra:'——p. 119, Udbhata also includes
Rasavat Preyas, and Urjasvin, that have a purely emotional
appeal, 'and as such should be reckoned as instances of dhyani,
among alamkdras. Compare: 33 fg amg mﬂg‘mmmazr-
P e HILETRn:,  TAaHEad T YIRS TR an Frfereet
wegeq'—— Alamkarasasvasva of Riiyyaka, p. 3 ; also ; ‘UgA-
aE fefafateed  aEgEaR R AIEIT WIAGIRAEET STy~
Ekavali of Vidyadhara, p. 30. The following observations of
Prof. K. P. Trivedi, however, with reference to Bhamaha are
somewhat far~fetched: “‘From the following remarks of
Anandavardhana it is clear that Bhamaha is not eqvI3NTATT
or one who denies the existence of ®af, as Mallinatha
<considers him to be—

TR R agRa——aul 97 FRfRo—ata-
TR ARty sfafrma, T TR s
FAFETTATANANT G TSHTEAIH NI NIE AR AR 6 T I TSFTL-
TACTINATA TSI | AT ASGHIUAE VA FIN G ATeqAT
Faifag sagrad '—Some Notes on Bhamaha in the R. G.
Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, p. 409.

1 Compare: @&y fg s @& mmm‘mﬁm:
@Y srﬁ\-(qvﬁm[-——-Vutz on Dhvanydloka, 1,1.
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as an indissoluble element in all truly great works of art. So
the Kdrikas and the Vpeti, just like Panini’s Astddhydyi and Patafi-
jali’s Bhdsya thereon, together gave the final concrete shape to
the doctrine of dhvani, which before that date was in a nebulous
state. Anandavardhana in the last colophon verse of the
Dhvanydloka expressly records that he did nothing but interpret
and analyse (vygkarot) the implications of the new theory of
poetry which lay long dormant in the minds of persons of
mature intellect. But this task of interpretation itself was execu-
ted in such a masterly fashion that it earned an undying fame
for its author and placed him in the same rank with dedryas like
Bhartrhari.r  So Anandavardhana’s contribution towards a
logical and systematic formulation of the dhvani-theory was in

T On the third foot of the penultimate colophon verse

of the Vriti-text——viz. ‘Freured sfawwieqatfiq fageiem sfv-
&t —Locana observes ; ‘&fala & | feaq wa & swifaa:,
aEEEer f ®d WweRaq” So also: ‘‘quFTEAARATIAH
farorgased g oftwEfaalt SR | qEITEY weed -
T IRae T i sfmfwe:’— Vrtti-colophon and Locana
.thereon. Compare: ““The statements (ST 7T ¥HET
SRS, . . .p. 1T, AEAgENT 7 faentd: p. 144 (N. S. P, Edn)
" tegarded as included in the text, amd the last verse §qFTH-
qeataws . . . . AGATHF. - » . FAIKARAGA, o) afe  meant to

‘emphasize and forth a proper estimate of the services that
. Anandavardhana rendered to the cause of critical appreciation
of literature from the laksyas—in the shape of the Rdmdyana,

the Mahabhdrata, and the great works of classical marks like the

Gahd-sattasai, the Amarusataka and like those of Ka’lic‘idm, an

appreciation in the wake of or line of interpretation chalked out

or vaguely hinted at by the Dhwanikdra,”—Dhvanydlokis  and

Pext . of Dhvanikdrikgs by Prof. Sivaprasad Bhattacharya,

loc. cit., . 6IQ.
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no way inferior to that of the Kdrikdkdra, but in many respects

far more important, even though one might be loth to leok
upon them as identical.

VIII Influence of the Dhvanydloka on Later
Sanskrit Poetics

The Dhvanydloka is universally acknowledged as an epoch-
making work in the history of Sanskrit literary criticism. Be-
sides propounding for the first time in a systematic way the novel
doctrine of dhvani, which almost all the later writers took for
granted, the contribution of the Dhvanydloka chiefly lies in the
re-assessment of the various concepts of Sanskrit Poetics like
guna, alamkadra, riti, vrtti, dosa, étc., with reference to the central
concept of dhvani.

It is true that Anandavardhana the Dhvanikdra is regarded
as the greatést exponent of a new school of literary criticism-
viz. the Dhvani-school, as distinct from the traditional schools
of Sanskrit Poetics.! But in reality he is the staunchest advocate
of the rasa-theory as well as expou:;ded by Bharata in his
Nétya-$astra.? Anandavardhana included Bharata’s doctrine of
rasa within the purview of the comprehensive scheme of Sugges-

¥

I See Professor V. V. Sovani’s article Pre-dhvani’ Schools
of Alamkara in the Sir R. G. DBhandarkar Commemoration
Volume, pp. 387 ff. ' .

2 9 fg wgy sR=ed: Faqe—N S. Chapter VI. We
should note here that the Dhvanikdra too accords rasz the highest
place in poatry in numerous kdrikds, e. g., 1. 55 IV. 4-5. See also
the utterances of the Vpittkdra with reference to forarer as
incorporated in the samgraha-lokas cited under IIL. 41-42
(p. 497). Even such eminent opponents of the Dhvani-school
as Bhattandyaka, Mahimabhatta and others whole-heartedly
acknowledge the essential chéracter of rasa in poetry. Compare ;

‘FreqearcAty Gffr ey « wwfag fwfa’—Vyoktiviveka.
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tion and thus gave it a new shape. Bharata is completely silent
as regards the function needed for conveying the rasa that is
the central theme in poetry, while the Dhvanydloka establishes
rasa as dhvani par excellence (i. e. conveyed through the function
of Suggestion) as distinguished from the two other categories of
dhvani —viz. vastu and alamkdra, that could occassionally be
conveyed through Denotation (abhidhd) as well.! Having thus
established rasa as vyarigya par excellence and as the very
quintessence of poetic art, the Dhvanydloka proceeds to the
re-appraisal of the various traditional concepts of poetics by
bringing them into proper relation with rasa. Thus, the various
figures of speech like upamd, riipaka etc. are shown to have their
proper value when they serve to heighten the emotional effect
of poetry, failing which they are reduced to tawdry decorative
elements without any emotional appeal as in a citra-kavya, which
in truth should not be regarded as a species of poetry at all.?

I o) EWsf T TEweRarsaY 4 SifFweragrafr, fig
TR A AT g R ATag e A e e, fafafae weanfiarg-
AGEA A AR aRE e @, & #a-
IR Weafafify, ¥ 7 safaf, @ @ geaaeaf w—
°Locana, pp. 51-52. Also : ‘I TH QT TG HAIHT, TECAGHILETHT
g w1 W A ey i amagagse @ safa st
FIAQRRT  qrATEAETT —O0p. cit., p. 85. Note also: ““The
Dhvanj-schocl as well as Bhattanayaka’s Hydayadarpana are
in agreement with Bharata on this point, and may be said to
have only developed the teaching of Bharata....The only
difference between the Dhvanikdra, Bhattaniyaka, Mahima-

bhatta was as regards the function par excellence which is
operative in poetry.”’—Sovani, loc. cit.

2 Dhvanyaloka, II 14-19 and opfié thereon. But in ' this
connection we should take note of The defence of poetic embellish-
ments irrespective of their relation with the suggested sense in
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Thus in the Second Uddyota of the Dhvanydloka certain definite
principles are laid down for judicious introduction of figures
of speech in a dhvani-kavya in which the emotional appeal is
predominant. There it is unambiguously pointed out that figures
appertaining to sounds like yamaka should always be eschewed
by true poets in a dhvani-kavya. It was left to Dhvanikara to
enunciate the proper function of alarkaras in genuine works of
art, and thus bring them down from the supreme position to which
they were elevated by teachers of the Alarhkara school like
Bhamaha. As regards gupas or poetic excellences as well,
the Dhvanydloka introduces an altogether novel approach. In
older treatises like Dandin’s Kavyddaréa, and Vimana’s Kavys-

Kuntaka’s Vakroktjivita. The following remarks of Dr.S. K.
De are worth quoting on this point: ‘Kuntaka, thus, supplies
a deficiency in the teaching of the Dhvani-theorists, who ignored
all embellishments unconnected with the suggested sense as mere
vag-mkalgba or wkii-vaicitrya. To them the ornamental express-
ion of poetry was detachable, external and non-essential addi-
tion ; but Kuntaka gives a new interpretation of such Ukti-
vaicifrya  and justifies the poetic ornaments as such. If they
are a part of poetic expression, they have a right to be considered,
for they form thereby the expression itself. If the poetic imagina-~
tion justifies them as a source of beauty, the question of their
connection with the suggested sense or of their essentiality or
n0n—&ssent1ahty need not arise, they being themselves essential.
In Kuntaka’s view, therefore, poetry is always embellished expre-
ssion, as distinguished from plain and matter-of-fact expression
of sciences and seriptures, and embellishment in the general sense
is always a characteristic of poetic expression. This embellish-
ment comprehends in its specific sense the whole domain of
 thetorical figures (which Kuntaka includes in the particular pro-
vince of Vakya-vakraid), if they are justified by the poetic
imagination and become poetic figures thereby......"—Some
Problems of Sanskrit Poetics in the New Iudian Antiquary, 1947,
pp. 64-93.
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lamnkdra-satra-vyiti, though the gupas were accorded the most
prominent place, still on a subtle analysis, they were found to
differ very little from alemkdras. They are as much decora-
tive elements of words (Sabda) and meanings (artha) as the
common figures of speech, only standing in a somewhat more
intimate relation with poetry than the latter. But according
to the Dhvanikdra the gunas are no more attributes of Sabda and
artha than heroism (Saurya) is an attribute of the body. This
conception of gupas served as the only reasonable basis of
differentiation between alarmikdras and gupas—which could be
ill distinguished according to the viewpoint of the ancients.
The gunas were really attributes of the respective emotions (rasa)
w}%ich constitute the soul of poetry, just as heroism etc. were
.attributes of the Spirit (dman). Not only in the conception of
gunas does the Dhvanikdra differ from the older teachers, but
also as regards their number. The Dhvanikdra enumerates only
three of them,—viz. mddhurya, which was inherent in §yngdra,
karuna (and $anta), ojas that resided in such emotions as reudra,
vira, gdbhuta etc., and prasdda that was common to all. In
respect: of the number of gunas, the Dhvanikara may be regarded
as being affiliated to Bhamaha’s view,® though the latter’s
conception as to the nature of the gunas has no similarity to the
Dhvanikara’s® The Dhvanikdrg’s approach to the problem of
ritis, too, widely differs from that of the authors of the Riti-

I ‘gd HIET SNAIST UF qGT T SUGSHT  WIAGIWEEW |
3 7 sfuqratemn: o9 awad i W@ Ry
TREAN R drdq — Locana on Dhvanydloka, II. 10,

2 - Consult in this conmection Dr.$, K. De’s paper on’

W@ Views on Guna in the K. Bt P‘athak Commemoration
Volume (934), pp. 353-358.
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school.! While the latter extol the different ritis as the highest
element in poetry irrespective of their usefulness and applica-
tion, the Dhvanikdra allots to them only a subservient role in
poetry and brings them into relation with the proper emotional
content of a poem, which it should be their function to enrich.
A proper treatment of the concept of dosas or poetic defects and
their classification into two broad categories as nitya-dosas
and anmitya-dosas, the Dhvanikdra points out, are possible on
the basis of rasa-dhvani. So also is the case with the different
Vrttis. In this way the Dhvanikdra for the first time established
the element of rasa as the central theme in poetry with irrefutable
logic, and consequently there can be no fallacy, if we reckon him
as the most enthusiastic representative of Bharata’s Rasa-school
besides being the propounder of the doctrine of Suggestién
(dhvani). Thus, the Dhvanikara’s view as regards the nature of
poetry can be conceived of as being eclectic in the good sense
inasmuch as no element of poetry, whether it be guna or alam-
kdra, or riti or vrtti as propounded by the ancient teachers of diffe-
rent schools, was ignored in this scheme. The Dhvanikdra found
place for them all in his novel system, though he gave a new
turn to their traditional conceptions to suit his end in viev&;.’

1 See the present author’s The Riti-School and Anandavay-
dhana’s Dhvawi Theory in the Journal. of the Asiatic Soozaty
of Bemgal (Letters), Vol. XVII, No. 1.

Ty‘e followmg observations. of Abhinavagupta by, way
oi refutatlon Qf the views of the teachers of the antz—dhvam
_schools may be cited in th1s connexion : AvH fagY ‘q"e.'

EEAT  FTOCET TN ;  SAMOHURARAA ISATTY GRIRAL 757~
tgfoar Wit | A TSt SfesEERT e area1 forgead
T WA 1 TOET §Y ﬁfmﬁrwm a—tnwﬁ sfra-
ST, 7 € FEA T =T AGFETTE
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Mammata in his Kdvyaprakdsa, proves to be the greatest ex-
ponent of this eclectic system of poetic criticism, the frame-work
of which was firmly settled by the DhAvanikdra himself.! Viewed
in this light it becomes easy for us to comprehend the full

T sAICARAN FTeATIATAZIC | 7 ARAAISATLAT FiaAfafaq

g '——Thus, it is evident that a piece of poetry to be truly
good, it is not enough that it should be endowed with
Suggestivensss (<75%ca) )alone, but it should be couched in
an expression embellished with proper gunas, alamkdras
etc. as well.

1 Note:—“Ananda was faced with other problems and,
disturbed mainly as he was with issues and counter-issues raised
by the works of Vimana and Udbhata, he had to traverse grounds
the bases of which were of a different nature. Some striking
features in the scheme followed by the earlier writer (viz. the
author of the Dhvanikdrikds) seem to be concerned with the
frafacadiasaaean, the easiest of FTAFTTs in  general, the
enumeration of alamkdras as rapakddi, the subdivisions of
kdvyas, including the relation and interrelation of plot with
rasa and the consequent question of vpitis in works of the Katha
‘type and drama, as also topics like the three gupas., which have
in the traditional ways been preserved in works of the Kashmi-
rian school. Amongst the topics introduced by Ananda which
may be kept dissociated from the main work, may be mention-
ed the incidental use of $abdavritis, of samghatand and ri
theories, which oceupy so prominent a place in Vamana’s scheme
and the question of figures of speech, particularly that relating
to rasavat, preyas and urjasvi, which figure largely in the
"orks of Bhamaha and Udbhata (laterly in that of Kuntaka).
Ana.nda’s credit lies, however, in co-ordinating these themes
and blending them into a harmonious whole, and- thus
préparing the basis of a scientific, methodical and compre-

diensive treatmentof the ~§dstd,. in a manner surpassing that

M»Iateg; swriters on.the subject, mclud.mg that greatest writer of

kara—mbandha, if'. . Mammata Prof Sivaprase?
m .

ST
y
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import of Jagannitha’s encomium on the Dhvanikdra already
referred to above viz. ‘eafagarATE IR g frsgaeaascary .

IX. Some Authors of Anti-Dhvani Schools

Inspite of their superior critical acumen, the Dhvani-
theorists had to face vehement challenges from various quar--
ters, which they ably controverted. The Dhvanikira anticipa-
tes some of the contentions against the theory of which he
was going to furnish an elaborate exposition—in the very
opening Karikd of the Dhvanydloka—

Freaeatenr safafeft gad: gaearag-
TITTATE AR AIFTHTGEGT |
Fiagrat feaaafaed araggads
q7 7 qgaaaafiad qeeasq ut
Besides the contentions anticipated and refuted in the
first chapter of the Dhvanydloka a few other stern criticisms were
levelled against the Dhvani-theory of which the anumdana-theory
deserves special mention. Though no reference to it has been
made in the opening chapter of the Dhvanydloka, still Ananda-
vardhana notes it in brief in Uddyota 111 where he tries to en~

1. Note also °Locana where Abhinava summarizes the three
main complaints against the Dhvani-theory—aT THATILAVT
TRIAARRF ' Far arreafaicw wife saguy ; @afy ar
ag afraEenfac TearaTaiaeRE e AR ; GETaars
A TIA AR FEACAT WY g@AigRg. But Jayaratha in his
Vimarsini notes as many as 12 rival theories, Cf.

gt sawmiadT far |
Frgiqfa: Fafa =, g R |l
| TR FRAT WA SATITRRAETE A |
FrarY sy ferat fawfaoea: n—p. 9. (Edn. NSP.)
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dorse the claim of vyafijand being recognized as a separate vptti.!
The Anumdna-school found in Mahimabhatta, a Kashmirian, the
most enthusiastic upholder of its cause. The Vyaktiviveka
which is replete with instances of a wonderful skill of its author
in polemics was written with the sole aim of proving the thesis
that it was after all useless to reckon a separate function of words,
viz. vyafijand.® Mahimabhatta, in the first instance, takes up
the verse ‘yatrdrthah sabdo vq’ where the Dhvanikara fur-
nishes a working definition of Dhvani-kdvya and with a rare zeal,
which we can term ferocity even, tears it up clause by clause
pointing out blemishes atevery step.®! Though Mahimabhatta
tried his utmost to demolish the dhvani-theory, yet his endeav-
vours could not be appreciated by men of Jetters. This neglect,
in consequence of which the anumdna-theory gradually fell
into an unmerited oblivion, was due to his ‘being pitted against
the famous Anandavardhana.’ (Kane, HAL., xciii). Another
cause of the neglect of the Vyaktiviveka is the terseness of the
language in which the arguments have been couched ; it lacks
that grace and easy felicity which characterize the writings of

1 Compare : HEAMITHATAEEC——ASTHFA WA TAPD
T=n fogeaw ; save ss e gadfaaf fegfefgym
U AT S AGSAFIE | A9 Fiz=wq 1—O0p. cit., Ch. iii, p.448.

2 Compare : SFATA SATd Ga&dd waw: YFTRIIGH |

afrfaas gev  wwe wfgar a9 11— Vyaktiviveka,
‘Chap. i, 1. See Dr. S. K. De’s The Theory of Rasa in Sanskrit
DPoetics in Siv Asutosh Mookerjee Silver Jubilee Volumes, Orien-
talia, Pt. 2, p. 223, f.n. 48. ,

3 Note: ugsw fafasamwraeda 0wy Ao |
e e A ITADTARTARGIIRTNA | T F T vead-
qorEr  qEfreRRaR | 9 senfRiadY g
TORERTHRY L. o, - 0F -Seg—Kyakiiviveka, Lhap. i,
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Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta and which to no small
-extent made their works popular in educated circles. In the
Third Uddyota Anandavardhana brushes aside the contention
of the anumiti-vadins with the curt remark that even though we
concede for argument’s sake that the power of suggestion is no
other than the process of logical inference, still we must falter
when we come to the instance of the lamp and the jar, on the ana-
logy of which the whole fabric of the theory of dhvani has been
built up ; for with no stretch of imagination can we regard the
jar as being inferred from the presence of light.! In the commen-
tary on the Vyaktiviveka, Riyyaka, the author of the Alamkdra-
sarvasva, too, criticizes the views of the author Mahimabhatta.
In the Alamkdra sarvasva, he briefly touches upon the views of
the Vyaktivivekakdra and points out the flaws in his thesis.2
Jayaratha, too, the commentator of the last-named work, brings
out in bold relief the utter improbability of the views of the
Vyaktivivekakira while commenting on the passage referred to

+ I Note: [ srftsqq—maagnaty afg A wam aa fF afkgey ?
ATAFeA- T fTeafaiadl asoaeaaei: qeaeq T3 IS e SEATr-
THIAH | TEF = qAfy T wfag afs: | afg sasaea fegeaasg
g ar | wdar  SfagueayERiienue’ weemiayaE T
geafea-sfy amdaanfEam: | ] T I wEd—a e
fogana w97, sas wafazs  fogudiRa3t \——Dhvanydloks,
Chap. iii, p. 449. On which Abhinavagupta has the following
statement—-YEIITHHTAT fe:gfal’ﬁwmrn‘rsﬁ fg s emsgTAA-
SRRy =3 erEaEEr fog et 5 59 e | ?

—Locana.

2 Compare ¥ JY ACRAAFFI  dT=0e T uf
fofgaar  aqAMFawiaaTerq JETeITE SAEMA ¥R ARRE-
TN, ST G | a¥aq Fanfafred: et

Tgaq—zfa 7g sweas 1I—Alarhkarg-sarvasva, pp. 12-13.
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just now.l Most of the critics of the Amumiti-theory lay stress
on one point particularly, viz, that an inference of the pratiyamana
from the vdcya is invariably vitiated on account of the ‘middle
term’ (i.e. hetu) being undistributed (i.e. anaikantika).

Thus, in spite of the ingenuity of the author of the Vyakti-
viveka his novel proposition failed to gain much ground in the
teeth of the increasing popularity of the dhvani-theory. It must
be alleged to his credit, however, that unaided though he was,
be left a permanent impression in the field of poetics. Even the
commentator Rilyyaka, does not spare taunting him for his dar-
ing enterprise.? It can be safely asserted that had Mahimabhatta
been fortunate enough in having a commentator like Abhinava-
gupta—sympathetic and sincere—his position would have been
much different from what 1{ is today.

Next to the Anumiti-theory, the Vakrokti-theory of Kuntala
or Kuntaka deserves special mention, The theory is nothing
but an elaboration of the implications of the assertion of

-~

1 33 forg-fefgimmrm-agrafara aersfiessl fesiad |
gfred 37 9 greafafe: | s fg wreafefed g saf=mag )
g% TR qU7 FASCAAATA | agaraa ar  afg-gaa: o
FreASATAan qAREREagETr 1o | qure— faew -
ey fafaar fdsy fgdw ar faf: gy | 7 oo T=ee 98 qra-
TA—FIEgEAR | T @A WEARAT WA, WA SAATEEAT | A
G — IS SeF-TAFCAATRr: | ATfq FRIe =&
frfiaut qafraTaRTATIRR gEAE, | AW SRt Al GETETS-
AFARATT | T SAMFROTZATCAT TAFAT ETH0T I |—
Vimar$ini, p. 13.

.. 2°Compare: qRF WRITLY AHATHT FERAMAITG Forare-
aeftsr . wEr: 7 Rl FAAITSREATAR . AR )
—omm. on puiietes, . oo
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Bhimaha! to their logical consequence. This theory also sprang
up as a protest against the views of the dhvani-theorists, who
though conceding the existence of alaritkdra-dhvani still make it
subservient to rasa-dhvani, which according to them is dkvani
‘par excellence’.? We have noted the views of Abhinavagupta
and Anandavardhana as regards the nature of glarikdras and
gunas and how they make them quite secondary in their
function. According to the Dhvanikdra—dhvani and gunibhiita-
vyaigya—these are the main divisions of kdvya. The third
variety is merely an imitation of kdvya, and not so in reality.
It is citra.® But what is most interesting is the treatment of
rasa in Vakroktijivita. Kuntaka agrees with the Dhvanikdra
that the touch of sentiment makes a poetic art live, but still he
will not reckon sentiment as anything quite different from the
<common figures of speech. This peculiar treatment of rasa
is quite a logical outcome of his view as regards the nature of
alamkdras or vakrokti in general. He does not regard vakrokti
as adventitious or an extraneous element in a kdvya, just
as Dhvanikdra and others thought ; but according to Kuntaka
they are inextricably blended up with abde and artha and cannot
be detached without materially compromising the splendour of

1 Note : q9T w7 FFIfrr<ram’ fawreay |
TIseat Hfaar w0 AseFQSTET faaT o

2 76 @AST T camEmETRt A SfFeegagrati: fag
AR A AT ZETE ARG AT AR sy - wafars-
AMIAT-GHATR-TEE (RTAT=T Irenae-geiaedY <&@, §  F1ed-
HERET @eAl:, @ 7 wafaEfa § F qeaar S -
*Locana, pp. 51-52.
L 3 wwTiETeRRy s e Rt w
FFaAEIAERA AT A gAeTed TanTEy afseae |
| qeRd w1, W\‘:ﬁfff T \=—=-Dhvanydloka. p. 495
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the poet’s art. Thus Kuntaka’s logical conclusion is that
Vakrokti is the soul of a poetic creation.! So a kdvya cannot
be a kdvya without vakrokti and the usage ‘kavyasyayam-
alarmkarak’ is quite erroneous and illogical as it gives rise to the
false notion that, a kdvya might exist as it were without vakrokti.
This being Kuntaka’s view about vakrokti in general, it is but
quite logical that he would not regard rasa as distinct from the
vakrokti inasmuch as rasa too imparts grace to the poetic art-
ih the same way as other figures of speech do. As Dr. S. K. De
so rightly observes : ‘From the prominence given to the analysis
of Alamkaras it will be clear that Kuntaka could not put enough
emphasis on Rasa and Bhava as elements of poetry. The Rasa
is dealt with topically in connection with the poetic figures, or
the different mdrgas in which it is involved, as also in the treat-
ment of prakarana-prabandha-vakraté. Kuntaka admits the
necessity of Rasa, but regards its delineation apparently as a
special kind of realizing vakratva in composition. He quotes
with approval an antara-sloka which lays down (Chap. iv):

- TG T -G e - fa |
- fr< T Haf 7 sameATtan o
He admits that it'is not the mere matter or plot but the beauty

1 Compare: FHIF: wHregsifaay . Note also Riyyaka:
FRfaaaTe graaamgrafnfaegarat  agfaeat  aRfwdE
TEFAR FEANIGAFIar | SAIEd A A Hreqeq
afay | afwgmAwsfERer @ FEERE - gty R
gaam™ sgreqr winfala  sfagwamEe | saarawrfain
qaed safges: e | daeqadfraeifa Fea T sasea-
Sifqafafs " i+ eaafegaq \—Alamkdra-sarvasa, p. 8,

Kuntaka defines IR as—aRifaid  davsqwg raiofaesay
which has been again explained in the aﬁ'r as —JHT:
sRrafram-saffe fafrdatolr doar wheee @ Wl

fafeafitil
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imparted to it by the continuous development of Rasa which can
make the words of a poet live, and in this he follows the dictum
of Anandavardhana, but as he had already accepted the
essentiality of Vakrokti, the Rasa could be comprehended only
as an element of Vakrokti”.! Nevertheless, Kuntaka does
recognize the pratiyamdna or vyarigya sense,® and practically
concurs with the Dhvanikdra in accepting the two varieties of
Dhvani based on Indication (i.e. laksanamila)— viz. atyanta-
tiraskrta-vacya and  arthantara-samkramita-vacya—though he
includes them under the single comprehensive head, viz.
upacdra-vakratd.® As MM, Kane states : ‘The Vakroktijivita denies
the independent existence of Dhvani or vyargya as the soul of
poetry and tries to include it under its all-pervading vakrokt:.
It therefore makes the soul of poetry to consist of something

1, Vakroktijivita, Intro., pp. XXV-XXXVi.

2 Compare : Fr=aIsAT ar=: wea: Nfagfafa zafr)
qaTfT FTeATISeRT TR ISANTTT: 11
—The vrtti on which runs as follows—q ¥ TAF-ASTHENT
A WA ; qEEUSIRAIE: | FETg, ST e ararat-
IAIREN AEFET | T ARIeIS ARG A SAaaaTH T
AT arerawd 1—O0p. cit., 1. 8.
3 Note : T FUISICAT FTATATHA |
BRI waq wiaq FRgaETaiaan |
TP AL IeSEl FIFMETHH: |
JARTGTATSET a7 Fiiagead |l—
Vakrokitijivita, I11. 13-14
—On which Kuntaka cites the two verses—‘erai ¥ qang”’
etc. and “feqgsamoFiafeataga:” as instances which are
quoted by Anandavardhana in his Dhvanygloka to illustrate
the two aforesaid varieties of w&urgweaft. The above two
verses (viz. Vakroktijivita, ii. 13-14) have been cited by Jayaratha,
too, in his gloss on Alantkdra-sarvasva, p. 8.
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that is striking by its being very different from and above what
is ordinary. It therefore holds the same view as those who
regarded dhvani to be bhakta.’ (HAL., p. Ixxxv.)

Thus we find that Kuntaka gave a new impetus to the theory
-of Bhamaha and revived it once more from the region of obli-
vion. Though he was influenced to no small extent by the
writings of Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta, still he succeed-
ed in giving a new turn to the course of literary criticism, and
is theory too appeals to our reason. He is right in stating that
we cannot rob a composition of jts figures without injuring its
effect, and as such it is quite erroneous to look upon the
figures as artificial or adventitious. They constitute part and
parcel of the whole creation.

Coming to more recent times we find the polymath
Ksemendra, a Kashmirian author of the eleventh century A.D.,
‘starting a new theory to the effect that aucitya or ‘Propriety’ alone
is the soul of a poetic composition. He calls aucitya as rasa-
Jivita-bhita—being, as it were, the very soul of rasa. This view,
‘that rasa must be developed with reference to proper anubhdvas
-and vibhdvas and sthdyins, is not a new discovery at all on the
part of Ksemendra. It has found eloquent expression in the
works of Anandavardhana, Mahimabhatta, etc., who regarded
impropriety as a blemish that materially hampers the realization
.of the aesthetic pleasure or rasa.! The originality of Ksemendra

1 Compare : W’fﬁ?ﬂiﬁ AFFEIHTET FTL |
wfagtfacaaraeg werafeg a3 u

—We should also note here that a sentiment when developed
by improper fqwuTas, WS, etc ceases to be sentiment proper
and is styled g™ and not . Cf. ‘ garvrar sMifaca-
-gafdarn’-~Kavya-Prakasa, iv. The most popular instance of
"EMTY is the following verse from Kwmdra, iii. e.g. “ay fzlw:
Fgasqry W frat @rEEs Ay ete. where the  permanent
‘feeling has been improperly developed, resting as it does in a
mnon-sentient bee.
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lies in the fact that he pushes this doctrine of aucitya too far, and
holds it as underlying every sort of literary embellishment that
heightens the beauty of a poetic art, whether it be guna, alam-
kdra or rasa. Thus he is led to the logical conclusion that

aucitya alone is the sine qua non of a poetic art. He defines
Gucitya as—

“3fad srgramat: @y fre aew @
Sfager 7 av wiasgifad gaay ™

Just as o;'naments, when placed in improper places, cease to
adorn the limbs, so also the gunas and alarikaras improperly
introduced only make a poem ludicrous, instead of adding to its
grace.? Thus Ksemendra holds aucitya to be the sole under-
lying principle of literary embellishments, and poets should
introduce them constantly keeping in view the fact that the
element of qucitya is not violated in doing so.

This brief review of the views of some of the principal anti-
dhvani theorists, will be enough to reveal what an enormous
impression was made by Anandavardhana and his famous
scholiast Abhinavagupta in the field of literary critcism. The
current of literary criticism was in an ebb, till Anandavardhana
with his novel doctrine appeared in the field, and rejuvenated

1 Aucityavicara, karikd. 7.
2 Compare : SfegeamiaaEREFREa: |
AYfaeare=gar faed a o wa qom: @&
Note also the anonymous verse quoted in the vp##s to illustrate
the point—
F03 JGAT fFavaHes QIR0 gIor av
IO} JYREFEH, T FYIIRT T |
AT guy feat T Tt & grma
Aifaei o & sa@ aeshmt o 1
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once more the dying stream. It must be noted, that however
the rival theorists might have denounced the position of the
Dhvani-theorists, they could not but admit the presence of a sense
quite distinct from the vdcya sense which is conveyed by the-
denotative power of words. This is an axiomatic truth which
they could not but concur with. And the credit of the dhvani
theorists lies in this, that they were the first and foremost to reveal
this truth. The only point on which the rival theorists ventured
to.disagree was concerning the process or vydpdra which was
auxiliary in conveying the pratiyamana sense.® The dhvani-
theorists reckoned quite a distinct function of wOrds, VixX. vyafi-
Jjand@ or Suggestion, while some disapproved it and thought In-
ference or anumdna as the process which conveyed the pratiya-
médna sense, and others again, laksapd or Indication as the func-
tion which was sufficient to include in its scope the vyarigya as
well as the Jaksya sense. Though Anandavardhana has very
aptly established the existence of the fourth power of words,
viz, vyafijand, still he is not very particular about it. His foremost
aim was to establish the existence of the pratiyamdna sense which
was a;lltogge’uh@r.diﬁ'erent from the vdcya sense, and he thought
hisrtgsk:fulﬁucd, successful as he was in doing so. About the
function which was required to convey fhat sense, opinions might
differ—he himself has acknowledged this, and on his part he
thought vyafijand or Suggestion as the most logical and convenient

vl I TRF PUMRINESETREERT @l sfTedvEEaeaagis-
afrssd 1| AreRTSfAAT AT AATElsAaR AFRERT | e
Fafaa @ FEmfafis o sfi e s
argen | agH CPrefegre quatgrw fafa ) ¥a9 @wri
FrereacAty dfafn wfest 7 - segpfey; fwfey. @sat @
FFRTISy SERgI ST Fa N-—Vyektiviveka, Chap. i, 25-26,
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way of revealing that sense.! This is, summarily, the position
of the Dhvani-theorists vis-'a-vis their opponents,?

1 Compare : FTIFE-[IAA-AMIH ASTRITHAT: -
FISRA—TTeT T | g g AWy T wfaq @
afg =rswgme fogomsg s | wihgrsayafieaTrd a=-
arTfayaed ¥ qEa—sf  AR@TEAEaK: 1—Dhvanydloka,
Chap. iii.

2. For a brief study of the view-points of Pratihirenduraja,
Bhattaniyaka, Dhanafijaya and Dhanika in relation to the
Dhvani-theory see Dr. A. Qankaran’s Some Aspects of Literary
Criticism in Sanskrit, ;Chapter VII (Immediate Opposition to the
Theory of Dhvani),
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DHVANYALOKA

ANANDAVARDHANA
Uddyota I

§9 1 @IRHAfM GvEDEETEIRT |
Jra=t at agfi: srkifea aa
EXPOSITION

§ 1. [This is the benedictory verse of the vrei work.
This vreti and the Fkarikzs (though in the present case
composed by the same author) constitute two separate and
independent treatises, and we must always be particular in
discriminating between these two works. So also, the vrerikara
and the karikakara must always he looked upon as two
different personages—functionally, though in some cases, and
not infrequently too, they might be numerically identical.
if we bear this important fact in mind it would be easy for
us to grasp the cogency and import of some of the remarks
of Abhinavagupta, the author of the ®Locana commentary,
which have caused much confusion regarding the identity of
the authors of the vrtti and karikz texts.]?

1 For the authorship of the Dhvanikarikds vide the follow-
ing important papers : (i) Professor Sivaprasad Bhattacharya’s
Dhvanyiioka and Text of Dhvanikarikas (Proceedings of the
Sixth Oriental Conference, Patna) , (i) The authorship of the
DFvanikarikas by Mr. A. Sankaran, B.A. (Hons), in the Pro-
ceedings of the Third Oriental Conference; Madras, 1924, and
(iiiy A Dissertation on the Identity of the Author of the
Dhvanyaloka (Dr. B. C. Law Volume, Part1) and Supplementary
Note to the same (Indian Culture, Vol. XII, No. 2, by Dr.
Satkari Mookerjee M.A.pPh.D.)
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According to Abhinavagupta, as also in the opinion of
Bhattendurdja (Pratiharendurdja) whose disciple he was, this
verse illystrates all the three varieties of the suggested sense
—viz. q%, HASFHTL and ¥}, the existence of which is
sought to be ecstablished- 'i:n, th_if_s werk. The commentary is

worth quoting on this point : (3) Frcdrenfirass waadisy-
R ERIR BRI E e'errasra"r%a'fzw‘r sgeae | () fE
¥ qEn ST Eav@s&rrmﬁa AHEAT | %erwtrgsmazﬁ fg
qEATI WEATAT QT | SA=S(AAT T AAGCITISSFATSS-
aifeq: a@fed g8 smdufEgey afta amwead
tea ) (3) e gdial wresat ghfea amemEw
qrodeE: @ geagat | cgeasty srssgieemE-
sy sowifafraagas: 7 @gy”’ wfw afRF@s-
sfr safre: | o9 o (@9 UF S@ACOATIEATHII-
My guErSAITEaATIaRaRay, | q"  gAE e
G T ASTEIFIU: AT BIFIORANT qaa Fwt
ar%'gagmﬂ?r agaf, ag arfaarsead arergfaTanTar-
aaqaaty gaaresTg fasaffa od awasaraneT
Fasr safoer st dsenguefenteand: 1)

TEXT

$R 1 FESTENHT afaffa 994: SAFEAEYE-
| R STEIR amamgfan‘ﬁ |
%f%lgazar ﬁaaﬁfimﬁ FATEET

HFITE aeasaR g

Lt m’rstra'aﬁfa wqmr afafifs  df:
T QAT : | SFIF A G0 J@ S|




UDDYORA:
T WWWWWW FETTaaT-
ot v fygean eafa

EXPQSITIOI\;

§2. From this karikd it can be easily gathered that
Anandavardhana only systematlzed and gave a d'eﬁmte ch'vp&:
to the Dhvani-theory which was known to his | predecessors,
and from whom he too had his lessons or "tHé nature of "the
true essence of poetry. Abhinavaguptd ;also. . motices ir-:

Tty 1 wfafsma waRa  d vagw Brmsfe fafaes
geaay fafaaragarg scafgsra: | - Thus it is plain that there

was no definite treatise on Phvani before Anandavardhana’s
date. Compare also “the concluding verse of the vrtri-text :

qeRreaTITaac g
e g afyasafaat aara"ra
zrrm"ra aga'vﬁaqmwéﬂ— '
yaeaed gfa sfaqraa: 1-sgag v

- The karika has been cited by Mahimabhatta in his sgfsg-
fads to illustrate the defect - { EﬁTﬂ'@f&') known as FFHAWT
(iiversion of the order of words]. Cotipare : “SHTsHEaTeaT
gdr safatedifrrssen ardq swaae: | @ fy Freare-
qarARRE SAETen: CHrereaTeta” s swadr saftdTen
gag  fremoem ger eadmOEaiay e e
qrTfagace 9 A9AAT | qed  ANIATHT 3T sus-
I, A7AET T eI | g eraranfesaifaseaaas
FEAARERANASTRAGIRA: | 7 A Fw=r
SHEEIEIGEIRE i e r Rt IR I S o £
TaTgT  gafgworET faEmd, s eaa 9 g ax g

N r
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AAY | A9 § UATE—“FregeaweAr safvafaa” ¥ i—
—agfgafaas 1 f&aa R 9. 3%% (Haridas Sanskrit Series
Edn. Benares). Most probably, Mahimabhatta took his hints
from the comments of Abhinavagupta who notes the THANE.
Cf.: Ud g qFqa<q | gfugear freasl armmdaaraaE: |
safaeeansd: Fregcarafy 3 gureaE ey | TseuEigsa
fg eafrafaatsd sfa o1 aght: 7 wd f safaass: s
e A, TfaeraaRfa agqr 1 7 7 Fafefoeamag-
3T | wegg g afafn adamga futaefafcasesegaa
AT FEEASTAIGAT || —°Locana, p. 11

The frequent use of the term §FIA in the texts of the
kariki and vrtti had led Prof. Sovani to posit the theory that
Sahrdaya was the author of the kiriki-text. (Vide his paper
in the Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume, 1915). But, in
fact, Ag&y refers to the ‘connoisseurs’ of poetry.

Jayaratha in his faf&fdT (Comm. on Riyyaka’s SHFHTT
HifFET) notes that there were twelve rival theories opposed to
Dhvani theory, though £fqHTT notes in the first kirikd only
three different views of his opponents, for these are the most

important of all. His observations are as follows : qad I&fq
“gregafgafaar samsyfadr fgar ) safe: Fafag
g GUIEIFAESHia: | WS FEAT W g
AR | graied sqaeed feaar fawfaoaa: 0 —sfa S
agar fawfaafausrn: dwafa, qoifa “searan safa-
fift” smsadida  sanfEafefaysromafag g
3999 {|—Vimar$ini, p. 4 (NSP. Edn). Thus the three
principal contentions, of the rival theorists can be stated as

follows : (1) AT sAfafely ; @), whiaa eafafcf,
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and (3) srfgafeay sqfafefd 1 As Abhinavagupta puts them :
(1) 7 gAaRemA gesdafaaRs R s Freveafy-
o areeds sagrg 5 @ @y @1 afrarartars T=2-
ITAGISTFEEG AEAH 5 (3) qEAEEiy a1 7 g7
T FArdftss  wqgeadgfaqg I A9 €AY gAm-
fas s 1—°Locana, p. 14. In the following text the
author would refute these contentions ome by one and would

finally establish the separate existence of the suggested sense
and a fourth function of words, viz. suggestion (3T=S a0,

which conveys that sense.

TEXT

§31 1 HfvgrEdRa—agEad] aEg FEa |
qF q TgarTeRgadisguTET: afggn e s
AQEET: 1 FOTETATIE & qrgaigaRsly sWE )
agafafirgaat geisft o Sf=gemwfisem
gwifiEe, arofy T sy e It
qgas: | agrfafem: sist Attty

4

EXPOSITION

'§ 3. Those who are WTFIT{ET’s can again take up three
different positions, and as such the first objection noted
above can have three sub-varieties (afaTFaI'ﬁe'ﬂ: ). These
are, in the words of Abhinavagupta : ‘g% IMTa{gHcqeT FI:
FHA: | (§) RS FIUMHT ARENAFIGA
FFAEATTFT-Fra@eTAGET F1AET T AIHRY: FlRAG
sedisfer Asemifud  wforq—gads: sw) () draTA
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afor: @ swrEde 7 wadka fgata (3 wg rwET
wafy. afg yonga wa O an@sR arsadafy, aErae
w0 3. frafed wifism | sqTgRT- q0Y s@FRY ar
Feayta:, qaift BrfafRaeamad marasny, 3Tl
fafssfagmraamyeran | aqify  queEsReaiaiE-
AW TE-l qraeRTa W o fF 3aq 1 wegsarfy afsreg
qrtwEE |, A wegkaafafedeaed o
FEAATEHTCITSE, TIAZRITHT g AA SRR
FAR | TAYIT  FHEY AT FEARTUAIGIO =caT &5
TIHITART WA | q1aar F snenfy agar: 1 o
ggasTfa qata: %R 1”—°Locana.  The first of these
sub-contentions is discussed in this passage. “FEITTANT

. .FWEgR”—3e% and A constitute the body of poetry,
Vide Dandin’s, Kavyadarsa, 1. 10 : qQX. grafasargsaafser
qEF”. Also, Bhimaha —“‘qrsaTy Gfgdl H1eqq’ — Kavyi-
lamikara, 1. .16. The position of these Negativists ( F¥Ig-
arfer ) might be expressed thus:  All are agreed on the
point thst ?il'&?i and BTq$ make up the body of poetry. And
we have already recognized the elements that enhangce the
beauty of the poetic creation by embellishing z/sg and 319.
For example, figures of speech like‘BT{i;qu and IqHT adorn
15T and respectively. Welﬁave”recognized, too, f[OT’s like
Hrﬂj’ﬁ , eté., * that belong to the particular arrangement of
sounfls ' (" FTHTIAT). We have also heard of such wetis as
ST, etci,™ viz. -G&ET- or AWHCHI; SIAMIRE or
stEar | and FITST or ! AIEAT—which; in  fact, are mot
differtht ﬁdfﬁwéﬁﬂ’fﬁ’ afid dre’erely vagjeties of the same
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and as such “can’ ‘b¥ réasonably subsumed under ‘the latter :1
Mh&%t;ﬁ%‘ﬁ iﬁ?ﬁ,gpd QISITSI, that are not indepen-
dent of . UW's ,like , JIFA, etc., have also come to our
not'ice. What then isrthis novel -element called 3{, which you

1 Bhamaha recognizes tw6 different  varieties of - TN,
IS and  IYARIIEFEAE  (though not mentioned by
name}. Vide Kivyalimkara, II, =-6. Udbhata recognizés
three different FfeF's—uTeaT, ITAFICHT and TEYL. His defini-
tions ‘and illustrations of these three Zf’s are as follows :(—

(¢) “srerert XmgAREEtT 7 AT
TEYT AIH i g @Etd agar 1l
qT AR ST A G AT |
- TERRT AfefRarEE R 19 N
() asqEzwgE qfed T 1
V' ErElEt W SN AT
et it L
wafeafiy: graweaed afeafrire aafag
(3) =edudemaw #faai s |
aregt gfd wxaf< @1 sSRage: |
FoaaHearer &3 floTgs: Fi=aq |
© - gAY FrAATEEH LTI 1l
qeysy=sraaTd  fagsaarg Fiy |
qgF AR A TG H—
Udbhata's SEATSTRATETE, pp. 56. (Bombay Sanskrit
S‘Iéries'Eéin‘) ' For am etymological meaning of the term 3Ffw,
démpare “Locana : “TATE FITETANT IT-HY T-HIHAN A4 19~
T deea- Al AT e A=A a«ram
RreftsTa Ay TaF TAAAT: | AT ATIEAT AT T L.
—D. I7. Abhinavagupta reminds us that Bhimaha does not
mention the term afa in hig treatise but recogmzes only
AT and gmﬁ%‘ﬁm, while, though it has been
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are striving to raise to the highest position and endeavouring
to show as being quite different from the existing elements
of poetry like Il’UT’s and SIEQR’S ?1 Thus according to

these dissenters, fertrr’s and Sﬁa’grt’s alone can make a

first uced b7 Udbhata still he identifies the three gfd’s with
three different varieties of qY™. This shows that a;fﬁ’s are
not essetially different from ssTy. Vide : safafcracana
gfgemgrt wemfefd o 1 sgetfafn sgRsfh aferard:
Firaafas! gaATaaaEId SAPTNFITE—TaT: HIOT = i 1—
°Locana. p. 19. Rudrata, however, recognizes five different
gfd’s—viz. @HRT, ¥¥ET, wENT, Hfear and WHT, as against
the above three mentioned by Udbhata., Namisidhu, the
commentator, quotes a Prakrit author called Hari, who
enumerates eight different Ffe’s : qarfy st ghormm 1 797
——mgl 9gg Fmennte fAgl 7 sfed 71 WK gmow T
sgafmfy  sFI@eEr W——Rudrata’s Kavyalamkdra, p. 17
(NSP Edn )

1 We are to note that ancient authors like Dandin and
Vamana, etc., recognized two separate elements called T’s and
FFFTCs, It is in VAmana that we meet with an attempt to
draw a clear-cut line of division between the two. As ke
states : FTEARTAIAT: FA I GAT T | AETIAGTIE] ASHIA:

But Daadin, who is older, seems to confound “hem, as
Bhoja, the author of the UXEIITHUSTAIW, notes. As he
femarks : “AMGFEYE: TFRET QAT TF |
“HIHREYL: FTAAAT FFTE AASHRIGT [T HEIETLE, b
Iy g FEAaTE AT ASTEIA | FIR—FHTqq HIH U
FHITAFCA, T96T | T Ty faFeay Fear FR.E4T 89T 1)
FRIAMCACEGRL TGS | GIHICTAS DR
SRy |V — (T ) | @ FT e §@d A T
a3 T-TE- -G TG TTGIRT | A e Q-
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poetic art beautiful and attractive, and as £8fq can be includ-
ed under neither of these two elements, it is prima facie

FfpNTRRT et quafrarEaeEmty sty 1”’—op. cit.
PP. 703-764 (NSP. Edn.). Vide also Tarunvécaspati's com-
ments on Kdvyddar§a, 1I. 3. But Bhoja’s interpretation of
the Kavyidar$a text itself seems to be based on misconcep~
tion, and it can be explained in a way so that the distinc-
tion between W's and FBF's, which is so fundamental
according to Dandin’s view, remains, as originally intended.
As Vidyabh sara Pandit Rangacaryya Raddi Shastri observes
in hisown comm. : Td graTaw: ASF AR yiAEwr  SEEE:
gd " froffaramesrant e s fredyneg faws wfifa am
gfigeda freaet 5y sfa sxafa—mtmfaft | s -
IAFTEA: | ASTHIT TRISFC: | AREAANTE R MdETEmaE-
grEmaETE e | aEfe gaAsfeed . SEm 1 AR
Y WA GUAAE: 44 T IEE T EEET & WET
fafdeen | aquated § wogaE doicgew 7 aRfanfar
ARTAFATY | IHFRE T @HATww 3@ w1 s
EIRT S | TR AT | AedaT At |
AT CAHTACATTLTAT SATEAT 9 (Ao sa R IEqE:
yeEy  fafeeay 1w @@ @I sEOMERH | AfER-
FHHETE  J—aq g TeraeeE: g fawre o (2.52)
e EefEmadTte gimafest e getsEamsi
#99 \—p. 114. ( Bhandarkar Oriental Research Inmstitute.
Government Oriental Series, Class A, No. 4). Vide also MM.
Premcand ‘Tarkvigis‘a’s comments on KD., II.3. As for
Udbhata’s view, compare Rbyyaka’s Alamkdra-sarvasva ;
STty UISHTAUT SEE: AregRd gieeay i——p. 7. We
should note also the s:atement of Udbhata, which has been
cited by Mammata im his Kavyaprakis‘a, Chap., VIIL: o =
FAAEFTAT WATEY: FAITAT FAIF FARY @R WG
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impossible to recognize the claim of tqfq to the rank of a
decorative element in poetry, and to the highest position at
that.

... TEXT
§8 | 95 7 g~:mm ) sfegreamsfaifeo

FIEATHIET FITTN: | a@ngq@ﬁ:wwm
FEATANY | T SRR At ag waafy |

AT TEIT T AR, i afges aufagn
“m-wqw gafelaisfy mﬁzwmrﬁawwma i

EXPOSITION - ’

$4.  Ochers might argue : *There is no such element as
77 or suggested sense. For, to be true poetry it must con-
form to ths prevalent standards of poctic composition. Other-
wise it would fail to charm the connoisseurs of poet:c art.
And ancient critics like Bhimaha, Dandin, Udbhata Vamana,
etc., reccgnize as true poetry only those compositions which
have their 5782 and 3[¢f beautified by the =TUT’s and AFFHFITs
unanimously agreed upon. But, you, who are going to posit
eqfH, deviate from these established standards and would not
even blush to call a composition true kavya even though it
might lack T’s and BIESWIS (as in WHTSFETW )1 So it 1s

ar‘rsr srweﬁﬂrmasrrasrweﬂm T IWTEF wmram fwﬁ’f —za -
EIRGEG l—Accc)fdmg 6’ Hemacandra this is a citation from
Udbha a’s Wragfaer. Vide : sfq wmgfaw GG IS ISV
——Wmm&m p. 17,

1 Cp ma&? wnmmfﬁa‘&ﬂ‘nﬁ F lﬁ'ﬁ‘ l “aﬁ%r qugss fay”
i = {MWW#&%WHW
Wr’;wﬁwﬁ TER T AR | q SewFrearaty

ihevye
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mere obstiacy'to " assert €Ffq to ‘be the soul of poetty
(FIAICHT..), 2s itthrows overboagd,the mcogazzed noems-of
postic criticism.’ , B —

SRR ATET—reforence to the eafimm

Abhmavagupta exolains it as ; Fﬁﬁﬁ'aﬁ\&:{f THIT FITF&'WW‘T 1
If suggestion ( 3=SAT) or the suggested meaning ( Wﬁ]‘)
were something different from word and sense it would fall
ouatside postry, which consists of word and sense. The extra-
v::oal asis or thsir meaning are not poetry whatever else they
might ba, just as the'dance, musical tufe, ges fculations and .
movements of the eyes, ogling, -etes;='though they commu-
;L}Gate a meaning, agreeable or otherwise, a;e:,.not mstanc&gof
po:try. . o -
|7 deqaFT. ’CITFHH ....... HTHFII—Now, the followers
of the Dhvani school ‘might confute the arglfments of the
Negativ'sts by dsserting that though €3f7 might not Be
resognized by the ‘opponents, ‘yet those who are affiliated tp
this school and who are true G’gi{q s would regard =gfq as
the best kind of poetry, and as such it matters very little
whether the opponent agree to it or not. Thxs the opponents
state is not the sound way of reasoning. For za’f:r is merély
a chimera, and no definition, howsosver ingeniously devised #
might be, can make ap imagination a reality. As :Abhinava—

guptah'sg hum@kgously' puts it : ‘7 fI 3?{%’1?23"' HTITIIAT
ST F.9F . §g3aE AMNAGE T g SR
IRTHETHIHET {F< a%fameﬁamgng~a Ffa 1
fg @z T@aw w*nﬁ“mr ErA-fagrEren i

+

i AlagA L, Hreaadr vrrrﬁnrerw&r qaT R THRATE | HTeA-
ﬁ’f‘aa FACHIIEH =rfataseid 11— Jagannatha-Pagdita’s TIFT.
s (NSP. Edn.)
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gFHIgresas: gFAraragiatya: gaga-faadyafyon
AePTF: GVY IF GEA T g, 9 9z @eIIRE
I T @I §eIYFATAT TATYSIAIT T gII—S]T
uF g i watha’ =fh, qgidaq | wfad fi o wafs
7 sfeqaq gfg wra: 1”—°Locana, p. 23,

TEXT
41 GAIR ARATIINAAT FAAG—F  GIFAT
Sftaimgd:  wfe swerswiEcnae
TEIRIT  AEERIAAAG | ANETErT A
ATEEMEAAEF  afwg 9w w1 A9
IMfTReTAAERY aTefy a1 sfeifiag wes-
swafrafaf sfrforfil s} =t Rl
FRATAFARTANITE SR @R, o 37 7
fam | wgam f qarerrfnrmﬁmm THIfarn
SFRTA T 1 T T ICEAN 0 TR T TG
gafm 1 7 qeT wiFyd azq’ fmf%afq gEfag Tl
qYT IR T G SFFe—
“gfeafa 7 w3 w7 qaaglz el
SRo (e T A7 39 w9 ag)
Fed qz safaan quirafafa sean w'aset
T fisfgata 6 gafaar go @ =9

EXPOSITION
§5. Now the Dhvani theorists might argue : ‘Let £gfq
be included under UT’s or a"a‘q”irt’s. That is quite immate-
rial and does not shake our position in the least. For,
though €afq might be regarded as or;e of the numerous figures
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of speech, still none of our predecessoss had termed it as
such or raised it to the position of the soul of poetic art.!
And itis for the first time that we do so, and as such we
can reasonably claim the credit due for this innovation.” To
this the Negativis‘s (a’#’l‘a‘ﬂ'l‘f\iﬁ’s) might reply : ‘If you
admit €Ffq to be merely a variety of TOT or ABFIY, there
is no justification for raising sucha hue and cry for merely
giving a new appellation to some already existing HFFHIT.
You might call a &I a &3, but that would not add any-
thing to our knowledge. And if you succeed in discovering
a new turn of expression or a2 new shade of meaning it would
be only a new figure of speech. It is a fact that the list of
figures is being continually swelled by the speculations of
critics. But that does not warrant such a fanfare. The discovery
of a new figure or the invention of a new s*tructure of speech
may be creditable indeed. But it exceeds all limits of decorum
and modesty to claim that the discovery is of a major
principle which escaped the ancient doctors.’ CATIRGIHETT
------ I —q g gaifaaaaai @ agglt gafta 9 g
arafad saay gfg A aife faaet gaq; 1"—Jayaratha's
faufddY, p. 120. fF=9....f957:—Even if the ancient authors
failed to notice any peculiarity which you may name tgfd,
still it is not proper, on the part of the Dhvani theorists,
to wax eloquent in self-approbation and to raise such a pother
over their achievement. For as the modes of expression are
infinitely varied,® it is humanly impossible to exhaust the list

1 As Abhinavagupta puts it : 7 WIIE! AL ToA™-
qUISFRETHTET | qafy  eafareagr wgar Sifatieast T
FATTGRT TATAATATAET mﬁr 1=—loc. cit.

2 Ct “errgaregard: Ffafn  sffzar@aaasfr 1 sEre-
fareaqay fawrfa EI.T-‘QT afesTe: 11"——Quoted by RajaSekhara in
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of ABHTTs and T’s and, as such, if a new figure of speech
Be discovered it does not behove oneto be devoid of all sense
of decorum and dance frantically on that account. As Dandin

states : < FEANIAIFUA AAASH(CA F990 1§ Frenfy
fageeasy #eary #1997 agafq w” Kivyldarda, 1L 1.
wae {5, . . . TH1393 9 —Bharata in his Nifyasistra defined
only four ABFIX's—viz. IYAT, &%, TIF and THF, while
writers on poetics like Dandin, Medhavin, Bhamaha
and others discovered a good many additional figures, so

that the number of figures of speech reaches well over sixty
in later works like the Sdhityadarpana.® Compare also

Bhimaha's statement gfF fawfearegrar  graasSsaq
wqT | aglaegdls grrant e aftqsd T (1—Kavylarik ra,
V. 69. FEAT  TATZATH ... AFGH—So £qfF is merely a

figment, and ‘cannot stand critical test. JYUT....3B1H —The
verse, as Abhinavagupta records, is by Manoratha, a poet

his FT=HET | Compate also  RETEFIHR-—“aAEA g
qried  wHfer  frdsawEe g, fa fawia |
F--‘gg wafgemmmey”  sfr fawd o disewes gfT,
“ FRrTE WSS ATy B, it Rreemia iy, “aerm-
Y g g’ gf, Caer: g gertE: —p. 556,

1 So late a wnter as Viévanatha himself is credited with
the discovery of a mew figure of speech called fi¥g=m which
iy defined as: “yafefysy sgaeqmd freew: @ (X 39).
and he. iltustrates it by——" F@affd 7 WUNY....”", etc. Note
also his arganments in fawour of its recogmition as an altoge-
tmnovel; ﬁgmwhmh he winds' up with the remark : 3f¥

SAREEo e AT -—-Sa“lwiyadafgﬁhna p. 29 (Kane's
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and. comtemporary of Anandavardhana : ‘‘GuT Fraafg—s
TEFIAAARITANGAT AGTEAT ST 172, The - verse
records a sarcastic fling at the Dhvani theorists, for their
d:parture from the traditional views on poetry. deya,dhara
in his Ekivali, faithfully reproduces Anandavardhana s state-

ments recording the views of the a3z arﬁ? s thouph in some
cases he adds a few-fresh arguments-of hxs own.” We give
below the relevant extracts from. the Ekzvaly : a—mageaxaa

F124, 99 T FATCARRRAT wiaasgy  sment = tafaly, ao
AT AARAT SIFEAFT 57 F77 Wil s feaTaery

- A AT sfmfEde ) ey fafye,
area‘rcav'ﬁ ¥ fa9w, qazg, crwcrtfa’«saﬁ‘ri#ma af¥for
foH’ITﬁC[qrfiﬁ' AGATAATEFART fraifeasarq). 7 =
qu‘rercrﬁaxwzﬁsrm‘r &mrw“trmzmmwﬁsa a7
faie: gmeaa 1 6 5 sdia: yiafysas safazudiat ar
arersrcr "ﬁ(wrf*&f , “wfaafy, qea” - ar ggi

v 1-Compare MM. Kaue’s commments -on this remark of
+ Abhinayagupta : ‘An add.m@alwzgment for- asserting that
the theory of E“cTﬁ' in poetry had been ‘bronounded before
ATIEIST is this that syaeee quotes a verse which the FraeT
ascribes to WA, a contemporary of HTFRE° in which the
theory of eaff is ridiculed— FTd qFfT... .o " Vide
AT (IV 497) for TR and others and IV. 61— qyy
AT Aot % AREET T Thel P {52,5%, 440 ) quiotes
-wverses of a AATF. It this THITH istidentical with the m9ity
yg 0 flourished in_the .reign of-mmdts  {whieh does-got
‘ hkely) the E‘q’ﬁﬁr@s were composed.between 800—815
V% ps the Eﬁ-‘qﬂ is somewhat Wrong in making ITFR° 4

conte&raf?‘z of TFFRQ. —sttory of Alarikira Literature,
LXIV.
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fagaaag 1 swemrfaefy s safaosfeawfaaifiea-
wragmaE | 4 fgdfa ) adee aEfsfhgeshe
AT syt 1 Hy wEENE Ua safaegan( afz g
FUfT Frsueq FTANAFT , e FAAT ATFSEITTATA |
Jafeaq #fq, I EwEAY  gEn duifawea =
ATATARFTO! 4G9 et | spyrpaTrafy | safaom@sRean
7 afafead 1 arwmggam) wv sy a
FeATEART: | abagsefagatmfEieag ) SreaRge
i @ q safafean dva—sftu ag pnesr-
safaferar afy Qaqay gaazs a91 FIRTRaasads afady
WAy Jg=ad aF oo | fasimesaafam:
Faaft 7 wafrg qax: | ggaeaEq @S AT @
qEY-A-AEAATA AR dog Agu-AegHaviEEt qEr-
RATgAETqEISAETI | sifaeg sfaEar mtafead
aeqrafareaRd femrearg arwafasfaa:  gwagisfy
grFIEesag  afordiaem favad:  quw @nmeliaa
TEERAIGIaEy Fatag afafify afonfes amme
faarn aRafadaamraeigmafiaanmT:  qossfag-
qIsaa waeaeda &1 ag 5 ffaafafy n—op. cr, pp.
23-29. ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn.)

TEXT
§g 1 reEAgEa | o § afafEd s
qugfafeng | 7aft 3 afwedscim nsaeg-
frnfafmtogfred o 7 s e swfvw, anfy
ST FAY ST ze¥an A qﬂﬁm‘mﬁ
7 =i Tft fweiagw— THagE 3 |
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‘ EXPOSITION

§ 6. wrgH——ufFgL-eor.  wlEg is used here a3 a
synonym of &AOIT and WIUfY, which are two different Fftps
according to the Mimarnsakas. It is explained by Abhinava-
gupta to refer to both : (§) WA YoqF FETA A wiagFHT
Sedgan ofy wiadwistagdT qrdtafs: « aq amal Wi
srafnslsy: | mg— afreda qelag @i 99
Fraa: | dadeag B saer ws=ar qar n” s
(R} orEvEEEE: e mEswfcifa: 1 aa
STTEY  reisEt wiEd: o wiEd: afaare qreEes-d SRl
ggifaga: . ai galsaaT Stz amar wE: sl
gty wreAfrRRT || Fewsd Fieeq Wl Wi i sd@d
wegigaryr  fafad  goiowfafy wRgE STERES-
fafy ss5 wafg n—op. cir, pp. 29-30.% ef+F—refers to

1Ttis to be noted that Kumarila in his - Tantravdritika

on Sabara’s Bhagya on JS. 1. 4 23, distinguishes between

&&OT and MUY as two separate functions. We quote here

the passage, though somewhat long, for easy reference:

“..3F g WAMUGEA FHOGEAS | T A GGA-EAHAGA

st srerarasrafata: (Vide Gautama’s Nyliya-Sttra) siorfa-

faenfy SRt | O 9 qEI—ARD: ¥IEE, FSEL WR,

sraEa Tl e e sf | A et 1 fegaRaEAe-

Hgarifr Hfaq | Bigamtaoremate afewgafiaret waf
spran itoar grifcg ffraafree, T sgamE ) e s 1

arufer | Fa: I—afa T afArREAIS AU | ST -

Thmg g foer g worar 07 @ adarsfadT:  AewagE it

e aftewsaregTea:  aq-HaggRTERITt wafr |
gfmatna® =i g mﬁ?ﬂfmma?r FrotgE: gEd 1 afg—

afgwfamﬁfa a‘awqm&mﬁ | ¥ woras gfg: aemTge-
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Udbhata, Vamana, etc. Udbhata, in his gloss on Bhamaha’s
FTT@FC—called WIHG-fATT, a work no longer extant—
recognized FEWT as a separate function. Cf. HTAGTIFAH-
‘egrewRIsiraTAEh  (FEare 1. 9) sfg sfagmEen
FEETg W& ST WEIEE!  qWI§— qearAraiaeas
afeEaa gea pEfae. g amdsft g
s FRfaaffa 1—°Locana, p. 32. Thus, these authors

Grm%m a9 aftafgsRl sa9a SEaat asHTRREaTat en%r-
F{FETG'E’{T‘@T —0p. cit., Vol. I, p. 354. (Anandas rama Sans-
krit Series Edn.). Comp. “a@fafg-smivarear-sar-fog-ywafin: |
gefiv: o gear Aoy gfasdaferar 1”—Cited in the Jai-
miniya-Nyayamala-vistara of Madhavacarya. Mammata, in
his Kavyaprakis'a, Chap. II, cites Kumarila’s definition of
ST, But he seems to have an erroneous idea as to the
interpretation of the karika, for he cites it in suppo:t of the view
that S&QT and T are but variants of the self-same func-
tion, which, as will be seen from the extract from the
Tantravaritika, is just the reverse of what Kumarila held.
His commentators, too, failed to notice this incongruency and
had obviously no idea of the context in which the kariki was
originally read. For example, Candidisa observes: &
FreaRfa | sgamat  faer difa 3 g o oraadafy
FFIH —p» 50 ( Saraswati Bhavana Texts. Ed. by Prof.
Sivaprasad Bhattacharya, M.A. ). The reason why Xumdrila
considered T to be different from FETUT seems to have Feen
this, that while srfi, faQy, @@am, ete., are all primary
relations (WIETE ), WEW or similarity, according to the
Bhittas, is merely a denvauve one ( IRFAUGIT )—viz,
afgeed aft ageaEssaed argm—and as such in T,

etc., the secondary sense is indirectly conveyed, For example,
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[

had made a distinct and appreciable advance upon the so- .
called Negativists who recognized only JIfHgT as the sole
function of words and JTsgT§ as the only possible sense,

the term Y, first of all, conveys by AfWaT or denotaiion
T, as according to Mimapsakas all terms have a universal
connotation (of. “HHfqazagaar smeaTfawifasa ar’ ), which by
Indication { &I ) conveys the idez of FsT@ and AT=T, which
on their part again comvey, by a second EUMT, treir subs-
tratum or STATX—the FTEF. Thus, in fact, TMWT is idential
with @sfgassonr as  in f&¥%. Compare :  “sfaaesorr
fg stoit'—Nayanaprasidini on faqger, p. 152 ( NSP. Eda. )
Candidisa, with apparent good reason, endeavours to show
that the distinction between ST and 9T is more technical
and scholastic than real. We quote here the following extracts
from his commentary on the Kavyaprakas'a : T TWraTa®
AR AR aRRRNed afd e iy difass o,
LR E R L IE RIS I R U R L LS CR LR S R E AR R IE SRTITE
FEAT TIEGT AEF T TATCT IR AAGER | 7 T TRaIATEE -
TR ggaifamayam i =wag  F dafag-giawadteg
ggasfy swife eifefoenmara: (7)1 qEwq &% 09 Q@
YA AII T SO T A1 T T | ey G-
TUIOTEAF G Pal AT | TEgag SR eaETaa-
mifsren Fafseg frate Mugefarm s wase gaeniEatR
gfadorgeskoasas s T wwomETEE AT
afcrnadr geagaTsgiAaRd AW | ga daraareaTaR  qAA-
fafy = regaEmEAI AT | TET TR SEASHEAL I
TR WAl g g TERERRRassd 1 a9qr gfr argge-
q3a: 11—O0p. cit. pp. 48-49. Also : wifgwraafayfawy s ==
FEAATEATR CAATCASHAET  q O,  AGT SEAAOT qEATS-
fauqar sdfemmTr 3 (URGRANAN SRR I
qIgAT A (AT ar—rtﬁvr%rf%n AT Rt W |
Fegd g | ARqraar ’s Fow  AEOEWTATEEd | a9
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since in accepting Indication (&[Urf) as an additional
function they had just touched the fringe of suggestion (&afF).
For, ®&Ul, to be valid, must either bc based on &fg or

e ATy -graey-§ fe-gA i araa T AgEEag. owa g9 |
arerTEErETeIT gErra AT el ffagarad e sfq saon-
faxry wa A 11—loc. cit. The following extract from Appaya
D ksita’s Vrttivirittka would be found useful : ETc‘H'Ejﬁ'FT gfg-
TEREEq Mwaly AR uE, qEgw st afesfig-ageta-
FUG-TEIGIIITAN | Afg  arerrqaars  fafseg g ragars
T gadT  wwafa fraw | FERRdeA@Ry  ggFmERaEfeag
fafrszggaavaen g agenfy  samfaaEr: | afiis-
sanEay  afmsia-fatafruarfiremEayame - agaa
PHAMFLATT | QAA-—"Ig=d 7 gaeq:” 3fg aofy seroran e,
fafrszdiaroeds d@amgerg | dam @fg “qodt Few’ sfaag
wigEa “fagar  qaew’ 3fn fafoseggedam-——sfy freea
fafmeggafameRuEaTEE  yaEfaEuaarEar Seo-
FEALT  IMRAAT | TEA WG -agatAtaaar qio
et dfc wwomar wa  Efasww u——0p. cit, p. v (NSP.
Edn.). Madhus dana Sarasvati, however, in his JETIFeIGIAHT,
supports the Mimamsaka view d:fferentiating o7 from &I,
We cite below his illuminating observations : e faeswror-
orEETET AT 1 7T FEEY wrraE s fagrae fagg et ifar-
weorer dgf worad gfafdfa | @ wa g it g,
arear - g fagareRsET | FgFaq— erfigafaargyfa 1. . ..
Mg Ffagacascarg 7 sHTEWRWEE: | T T AIgaEard 1
fagraes @wimay Ffasadafly awwgq, Tewem  qeeEE
WIATHEASE A,  TAGIaEq T TeIIHATHIENT, , G FTATATE -
A T IOANIIAE, | AR, SHMEASAEE,  diafeRg
gfaR iy FIRAG 1. . . ASIATEATSTIT a1
¥ g Mot werorasAsrntan gt wEoT sy S FfAeaHTaE -
«4a—=0p, cit., PP. 39-41. (Saraswati Bhavana Texts, Benares,)
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have some ¥AISIA. And in a SHYEWGT WEEW, the
TS must always be conveyed by sugg;stion.l Though
Ufibhata, Vamana and others had no idea of the existence
of suggestion in a case of SaquyT, still by recognizing e[,
based on SIS (which they thought to fall within the
purview of the self-same function), they advanced a step
further towards the recognition of SYSSAT as a separate
function and aarg-'ﬂﬁ as different from qr=aTe. JAfT.... ..
TFIAC:—It might be argued that though Udbhata, Vamana,
etc., recognized F&UT as an additional function, still it is
erroneous to hold that they equated it with s5fq or S >SET,
for no such term as 3fF or sa=wATis to be met with in
their works. So it is misrepresenting them to state—
“FIEARAH  qofafwarg:”. To this the  Dhvanikara
answers, that all this is true. But as they recognized only two
functions—viz. SfET and warurr, and as AfeT conveyed
only the primary sense ( ﬂ'@mi’i‘ ), it is an @ priori conclusion
that all other senses should be conveyed by &I, and as
g 1 too is different from the primary sense, it, too,
must be subsumed under the &% sense. Thus according to
these authors &&J and S{I senses stand on the same
footing, and it is from this standpoint that Anandavardhana
represents them as having equated &g with sgfs. Compare

*Locana : [OT): WHIATZAT TAfEqEaIa7ey | JuqEIo7-
atq ae, dramdfaat qseer ax @ qoafa: gsdisdf am
TR a1 adq  prfawedstiasaeme | gage

! Compare : sugaT eam &8t &@igwr g 5 1—Kavya-
prakisa, 11 Also: 7eq SAIfqEMEy ==wmr gouoreEy 1 %
A FIELST ASHATATI 647 11—Ibid. For a refutation of the
view that Ta\(T too is ‘canveyed by @&, see infra. )
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AAfG—egadifa a1, savaq sfa a1, waaafyfa araft =,
qarsfy seafraassraeaarafafaal arat skag « qeng
T stfrda 5f mifcdisarg swped qa safr, qdaweaarEg
-—P 31.1 aThus‘ according to upholders of the \Tfaf?rarra,
TSAFAR =T ATNHIT ; SAGNT =TI ; and sg=a-
ATEATII = BEATISHITTT.

TEXT
§o1 Ffeg O W-F-IEEAET  Aawc

froei= GeET-ggg-gaaia auredEds: | ST
g fawfay feag weganasiad aqg@sd 0. )

EXPOSITION

§ 7. Anandvardhana here puts forth the view of the
safqgadiaaifeq’s. Shyas they are in formulating any
accurate definition, they posit that the truc cssence of
‘Suggestiofl is inexplicable and can be ill defined by words,
and it can only be relished by the connoisseurs of poetic art
only through personal experience. ma"r:r-a;gq;zarsmaﬁ.
HAT:=*“of bashful intellect’”  For the derivation of the form
[S, note Papini's Sutra : WISA-FINT Aeiwraal:’
(V. 2. 20). Abhinavagupta sums up admirably the relative

1 Vide : SROUANIGNGE § 299: WgRadaaaa maioaed
faerar ey frargeiefugfraeiaay | s faafyg: gamfaar agar
ﬁ"@crvﬁw VA g wiraargfiey  seEeRfasEi 1—Mukula-
‘bhatta's STRETIRIATE, p. 21 [NSP. Edn.). Mukulabhatta
wWas the’ teacher of Pratmérmduraja the preceptor of Abhi-
navagupta. himself.
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position of these three opponents of Dhvani theory in the
following extract i

“TF F ¥ SAAGYE wehaE: | Sear fg fawdar ga
/AT | qEAnreg agd st by FRGAG AT | FARG
AT AT aify waAfag 7 sa—sfy wAor eate-aer-
TSI 19" Locana. pp. 33-34.

%F?Effasng fﬁqﬁ‘i f%qarg ... JH—"As there are so
many divergent views regarding the nature of Suggestion,
we are going to expound the theory for the delectation of the
connoisseurs.”  fyufq:=faegr wig=faufaafa:=daua:=
doubt based upona conflict of views. Every logical discus-
sion, according to the Naiyidyika , must be preceded by an
account of the different views of the various contending parties;
which give rise to doubt (T ) as to the true nature of the
thing to be discussed, and as such §Z[d, according to them,
is the conditio sine qua non in all sorts of serious disquisition.
Compare : ‘97 @ﬂﬂ-@ﬁ%ﬁ@f‘(ﬁfﬂ%:’—Ny&ya@&tra, II.
L 7: g 7% gaaghist aQer awed Farai an, ax aad
g3 a0 afafog garfu-atsa sfr 1 s ad-cdereanfa-
@ 999 gug: gafEa gfq \'—Varsyayana-Bhisya thereon.
Note also Abhinavagupta’s °Locana : ‘%F‘rfa—q%ﬁsmf
fasfqufaedt aremal freaor g sfaead’—p. 34. The
view of the fqgadiaafad’s seems to w0 very beautifully
expressed in the following verse attributed to Vijaks : ‘-
AqrwgeEnaY THAARY WY FAS9 | ﬂ'ﬁf?’,&’ﬁ
@afmﬁﬁsﬁam ghorradisaaswe: W .
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TEXT
§¢1 a7 ff A |ed GES-AAR - AT
srfeqoitay sroftraifaafy faema-sea-sga-fafemt
fgfrarifeaggn sty 3 qwEa-TENMrE-wafal
wT q9 7 qfagsTagR IuTal aRAAWER qAata
eqai afag 3fa w1

EXPOSITION

§ 8. e fg....wwar sfgsstq—Construe the sentence
as q%7 (g ea: Ta®d sgaqai agaami qafa siaes: sfass
AT, the  expressions FHFGIFAFTAIATHIH,
gfgzaoiay, spnaEfazfy. .. . agdfifeagdy, Tam. .
..9fggsgagre, being all qualifying adjuncrs of ega:

¥q®qY. “The essence of Dhvani is being expounded for
tie pleasure of the connoisseurs who are ever intent upon

sezing it defined.” UFF.. ..'éfc(\al{——the secret of all true
poetic creations.

Abhinavagupta brings out the significance of the qualify-
ing clauses, which, in his opinion, are directed towards the
confutation of the five rival  theories recorded above.
Compare :—

“TAQEATINEE  STHLOT: WeTTOT QA qATAN T [aheq-
TEIRIGI GAAT—AFSATEAT | GFoTsed  q ‘THT-
o} wieifkaq s frusdft afrcadiagsh wisg
AAfwarg |+ afg e ag’ wgmi N I wga
#rfaq  ufegHa-gsT g GqdauRamEE’ waife
fugaq o eEiadtafeafa qoewRERy ae
gafa | a9 Fheganfa aqeRdras ol ke
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I aAfIRE afgd afasmsdaty « TaET-AErara-
TRRT anifend: wyfy gy gifacare o 3f ok
SHIA —gega e fegaufasd’ sfq quwafa | weads-
TRt et wao 1 e freaaf saafa ) AT weo-
gy fAsqgar sead: 1 — Locana, pp. 37-38.

ATq*T:—There is a pun on this word. It means, on
the one hand, the aesthetic delight consequent upon the
perusal of the best kind of poetic creation. Though there
are other ends that can be attained from a study of poetry,
viz. the attainment of the four ends of human life (%Tﬁ, a9,
FTH and HYer ), still none can compare with the experience of
the beatific delight. Compare : “HgdiTwraTEAAR-
*F afgag)  seImaREraeERaET fAaay iT—

Vakroktijivita. 15. From the point of view of the poet also
it is the delight in his creation which amply repays his
labours and surpasses in value the munificent gift of his royal

patron.* Cf :—"qq.q9edq & 17 Fawiaeay | fawio-
FIO figwraro-araog-3fey 1 frgenfafeddT arame-
SAT A1 @ QT qRA!I ST SEEFTAT 999 G2 1" —Kavi-
karnapﬁ;ﬁa’s 3{69"3”(#’[?@17 Kirana I. p. 7 (Varendra Research
Society Edn.). As °Locana puts it : ‘iz fq | IO~
A SIFA 3 X@EAANT @dw  qeavawrAaiafa
afa 1 g FaEg sreaifs Nfa gaem) azE—
‘A EwemE —gearfe | g 7 sgqafa-nar sty
T, AT — TAG-FA-AEAT d T Forg q 1 SART

! Compare : Rl WG a1 wawwigEIty A afawt
sirgdw gufiarty mﬁ. anfra gama aq ,
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FRE i = argFreafidaom —sfr 1 qenfa @ frfr-
T qaraq | sreen wqafeayed yafea frafra-
wfgrarfea sgafaige: Fisr sEreTer sqafad-
siqraferaaea fafy sfr goA e A
G-I TR @@ e qed e 11—
Secogdly, there is also a covert reference in the word S+vE
to the name of the author of the present treatise—viz.
Anandavardhana. Vide the maxim : ATH FAJAZT ATHATNG.
As Abhinavagupta shrewdly observes : “¥Tdvg Ifa T ‘F%Eﬁ'
AH1 AT HTARAGATAE  (ASSEAGIT  GEIAgEIT
sfasst aagragaifeagad feafd wsog e wan
FATFIH—

Syqumfy fe7 affarg-faarfaarg

areg g fAag #1d weawd ag ) g9
a1 Aafa gfasst gafagwes #q:) ggaawacl Q@ead
Tega sfa araq) aur gg afasst R A’ sk
FAMIFEFO AU JITTGHT  qEATIAIAT TIZA-
qEAfy e ASAM: 10 UF FEHE B &ﬁ@ﬁr T
ST ATAAFIT | |”

1 As he states in his comments on the concluding vexse
of the Dhvanydioka—TGATHAUIT | T§ AREAT ST & 1H-
gfeglr  OFTEANEIEST  ¥A< | @ F @Wrearsadl am-
AN F G - re-F o faa—cin‘angm‘Fr G EISE
Jaife-wg gfort 51 zﬁn TEqEeE Al AT ST
gafay: G gEN T @A-NEE SRR B
FAETATAT GRA | STHRAd HATAT: TR Al Ga s a e |
TR NATTATATG AT TAFTE: wrmrraavsm @aﬁr u”

*Locana on Dhvanyaloka, IV. Concludmg verse, Co
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, ~EEXT
%1 ?ﬂia me gfast whrfi-
goIR—
Q
ST EITT-ITIET: FlTH T aaaf%ua: !
=T THTATTET TET AGIFA A 0=l
Fraer fg  sfeaifaaFagacn  gdweamn
AESGTTT fom:  ges9-gEa sy W R
st i 51 %4t )
| EXPOSITION
§9. @H... .%ZF{W\’%!I%’—The present Karika, says the
Vritikara, forms a prelude, as it were, to the theory of sugges-
tion, wﬂich is going to be defined. EFH%‘T-{&T&E[ Q‘Tﬁ?EBT—-
‘like the foundation of a building’. (¥ & Without
knowing the nature of FI=ATY , it is not possible to grasp the
essence of SAFAT o which comes in the wake of the former.
As Abhinavagupta explains :—*TqgT ﬂgﬁ'-ﬁ—l‘qfﬁ ey
g qfafdcea, qar safteasy sdaaEE freafyast
trffacfegamnfaad wfe 1 qygss sfassdraEEl-
Qfesgag | aedT  qadifis o g e
aqgadiacE sfaarafagy )" —O0p. cit. pp. 42-43.
“ﬁsﬁ:.,..ﬂﬁﬁ" ( Karika ) —Now, it might be argued

that the Dhvanikara, here, is inconsistent. For in the opening

verse he has stated that “the suggested sense is the soul of
poetry” ( wreueaAAT safqfefa ), butin the present Karikd
he says, “the sense which causes the delight of the WFZIHA

and is termed the soul %f poetry has two divisions, viz. dT=9
p
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and JAITATA,” thus placing TS and YATGHIT on the
same footing. This objection has been raised by Vi§vanitha
in his Sahityadarpapa, 1 :—-
“geq eqfasIRuFIH—
;. GERAIBIE: FIARAT AT SqGRI: |
FreascranTAEdt T gt wa '—afa)
a4 FreTEAeE FreaeaneAt eafa’ fq exgmataar-
%qrq’ﬁat{ {”--(pp. 4-5. MM. Kane’s Edn.). But all this

|
@

criticism is quite uncalled for. The inconsistency, as noticed by
Viévanitha, is only apparent and not real, and if Vi$vanitha
had cared to glance at the following comments of Abhinava-~
gupta, he would never have raised the question again :—
“FERFATAR qraq weaq’—fg ggFaq , T FA-
IZURE FAAEIEAAT TIAIANFT wisANT | qF R
TAA g7 glafaay gaqqagaaadany s-FAmeaq |
4 g gFoATEA G watq | A g spArAv FegsgaRar,
FNfEF-dfaFaraly qaaran ) JEg—ageareEa gfa 1«
uF gardt fgaraaar faafsfafawmgen fawsad | agrfg
—geasdea  fefafa @edfala @ggan o=y | ag
aaaed Fafag faddor it 4@t fadw: @ SdaaTAAE
frafsfrfdduggamrdfy  saqeqicad | CIRPEECTIE
famifgagadsy aggaad fagfawad, amiafa smoagy-
A | 7d €@ ‘99 sAFAAl SR gEaarerEd gfa

N
1 The same idea is expressed in the following gry: from

Govardhana’s Aryd-Saplas'att : “weaft wewgme wwaft g
FALH T IO | FregAtAwaAEt qssle Ffeaearg o’
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frtworgrar ggafama adgraar oo & W9 sigt sogwa,
I STIATATAY FeAEFIT W' —Op. cit. pp. 43-45.
Wﬂfﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ%ﬁl@:;—The words and senses that
consttute the body of poetry should be adorned and properly
selected and arranged: ‘gz TTSHRITIZATR |
Sfagaa  <afwadatfas wafr s afaq @
difqaaE gaaft | azwd fy femdedanifaed @ adg

ECUCREARICICHITY —CLocana p. 45.
We are to note that according to Dhvani

theorists Rasa (Poetic Emotion) is the Soul of Poetry
and all other elements like T, HABHIT, Afy, e are
subordinate toit. But Ksemendra, in his treatise called Agu-
<citya-vicira-carci, tries to controvert this thesis of the Dhvani-
theorists. According to him Aucitya or Propriety is the soul
of poetry and and all other considerations are secondary to
the poets. We should note that it was .l,nandavardhana, who,
in course of his exposition of the Dhvani theory, first of all
recognized qucitya as an important factor which every poet
should take note of if he aspires to compose true poetry. He
expressed his view in the following couplet and gave a few
instances, where this element of aucitya was flagrantly ignored,
in consequence of which the sentiment had to suffer. He
said :

“HATAITT TFIZATFET FIA |

sfagtfacaarsey weaafvua a3 1~ Dhvanyaioka, 111,

—Thus, according to his view, Sentiment or rasa is the
principal element in a Kavya, and aucitya is to be taken note

of inasmuch as it enhances the aesthetic pleasure and as
such itis quite subserent to rasa. If we note some of the
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statements of Anandavardhana in the Third Uddyota of his
Dhvanyiloka it would be clear that he had never even
concevied of attaching to aucitya a rank higher than rasa.
For, the writers of the Dhvani school regard rasa-dhvani as
the quintessence of every true poetic art. Compare :(—

“spgrsgssmwasien fafy geaaeafy |

rfey uwfenq sfa: eargaamam n”-- _

Dhyvanyaloka, IV 5.

So also :— .

“FregTal qraFE g agifadT qisa |

wifafaudnag 4 qei agw: 117°—0p. cit., L. 32

In the Fourth Uddyota the Dhvanikara notes some of the
varieties of this aucitya :—

«gaeq2g-w@ifafagachy sad
HIAANT A=A PEEATfa eqwEa: (17'—0p cit. IV. 7

He refers té) Kalidasa’'s Kumgrasambhava VI, in which the
youthful dalliance of Parvatj and Siva is described in detail,
as an instanée where this element of agucitya has been
violated. For our sense of decorum does not permit us to
relish this passionate amour on the part of the two Great
Deities who are looked upon by the whole of mankind as

their parents (cf. S¥Ia: faa<t R qEAIqWIIY ). As
Anandavardhana so aptly remarks : ffg Wrvgasifadda
smagren fesararafa auAwafa feafa: . qafy swawsal-
fa@draaysy: YA w7 WAFILEIAT . . .

FEarRfaagsAfadard at #1e agaatsy TSR eaa-
sgfifaatfreta: ag areageahmas oq fe: qefrao-
foa . gommEwd qdaraRRadfifa | aeEfr
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v sgrdtamaadersiiar o9 qe E @y T
¥ § IR T 959 qaa8T 1'— Dhvanyaloka-
Vrui on Karikas 101, 10-14. So also: g91fg waHaYara-
- R M g AR e -
CHAAT AT 7 SRarad | qar garcaead 3frawi-
JUIH |'—Vrri on 111 5. For, as Anandavardhana himself
states, there should be propriety with reference to Famar,
A and gEIIiCATE. O faaE-wmEai-gsm@t -
faeaar=w? ete.—Dhv. III. 10-14. So itis clear from this
short analysis that Anandavardhana views aucitya as a
subsidiary eclement only, that goes to embellish a poetic
art, just as other elements like Alaykaras, Vrttis etc.

But the Kasmirian Ksemendra, though he came much
later in date, tried to go one step further. He wrote his
treatise Aucitya-vicira-carcz only to secure for aucitya the
highest rank, higher even than that of rasa-dhvani. This
is quite a novel thesis no doubt, but if we are to be
conscientious in our judgment, we are bound to state that
Ksemendra has not been able to gain for aucitya much
beyond what had already been accorded to it by Anandavar-
dhana. His work is nothing more than a running commen-
tary on Anandavardhana’s thesis, and only an elaborate expos-~
tion of the implications contained in the latter’s statements.
And at places his language is so complicated and confused
that it becomes quite apparent that he himself had no very
clear conception of the cause for which he was fighting. For
example, we may quote here his definition of rasaucitya :—

“Faq gard saTfaatfaasfa <@ |
WA AT FAAGHG a7 —
Aucityavicara®, Karika 16.
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— g wifawy:  srgTafieadt @ —(Vrd
thereon.). It would be quite evident from this extract that
Ksemendra, tco, unconsciously perhaps, regards rasa as some-
thing higher than aucitya, which only serves to heighten the
emotional effect. Here his language itself gives him the lie !
Even though Kscmendra has not been successful in raising
the status of aucitya to any higher level, still he has brought
to light the great importance of this element, as adding to the
beauty of a postic art, and assuch he deserves credit. What
we are required to do is to take the statement—<a{if5cq Tg-
fagea fead wreaed sGQH \—cum grano salis.?

" TEXT
Yo | aIFr=n IEHE T TRREIAIERT: |
IZ SNEFA. qIS:
wregseafyarfats:
qa A% Sa=d (130
FgaA T gaagTfafy

EXPOSITION
§10. «Of these two main divisions of artha, the pature of
the Vacyartha and its adornments has been discussed in
detail by ancient authors on poetics like Bhamaha, Dandin

1 For a detailed stwly cf the theory of Awucitya and
Anandavardhana’s attitude towards it, vide Dr, Suryakanta’s
“Astudy of Ksemendra’s Kavikapthibharana, Aucityavicara-
carci and Swuvrtlatilaka with an FEnglish “Translation ete.”,
Introduction. ( The - Poona Orientalist, Vol. XVII. 1952,
Nos. 1-4). ?

~
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and others, and as such they have not been discussed at any
great length in this treatise, but only been referred to accord-
ing to requirements.”

¥TATE means ‘re-statement’. Comp. ‘T AFUGTEATIET
AT FHAAATAATATG: — Ka§ika on P. IL 4.3 ( TaR
FIAMEAT )-

The author of the Vakroktijivita too makes similar obser=
wations regarding 9159 and F1g%. Cf :—

“qrsarsqt ara®: wea: wfggfafa aafr

FaTfa Freansfend qraTaisaNaa: 11— Vakroksi °1.8.

R LETAT I AT:—Of the Figures of Speech that embsllish
the expressed sense (ETT%ZlTﬁ ), SYHT ( Simile ) stands out
pre-eminent. As Vamana says : ‘GFGAYTSHIIONT TS |
e ArqA-sf @9 fa=ad v —Kavpilankara-Sitra-Vitti
IV. 2.1. So also : “IqdTT AHY FETeaT Foavfasraar -
Towala HEaTy FERT afgai 34 11— Appayya Diksita’s
fa=adiaigT, p.2. (Nirpayasigara Edn.)

TEXT
§3¢ | SETHE GAGART

FEAfd TIY AFIHAA |

Taq StesmEaataitad

i aEmwtaagarg en

HATTATA GATAST TG TRATE TI0MY TEHAR, |

IeTg, wEEE-gufag afee v atse gava: sdiavat arsaa-
Frq) aAfafewE a avmd sEvafiagag | 99t agag
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s gue frg vine fifaemmeataifs fheaeds
FEET-SITIGd AT qg2T qIsd: N

EXPOSITION

§ 11 FIIT FT=ATq—The suggested sense is quite distinct
from the expressed (i.e. primary) sense, and can in no way be
equated with the latter,

Anandavardhana, here, likens the suggested sense to the
supple grace of the limbs of a beautiful maiden. Just as &I
or grace is distinct from the ornaments like necklace, bangles.
etc. on the one hand, and absence of defects like blindness ete.
on the other, and is quite a tertium quid so also the suggested
sense ( TAAQTATS or quﬂ?f ) of a poem cannot be sub-
sumed under the alamikgras like STHT, ©9F on the one hand!
and 07’s like qrgﬁ, 3ATST: etc. on the other. For the defini-

tion of WA, of : “HIATHSY SFIATARIGAHATTA ¥
sfawifa aagy deomvafageay 1”

Note Abhinavagupta’s comments on this point :—

“wray fg am sqga-geqAirsEgrAaaasaia i
qaiFa TR | 7 qragarraa fEiear a1 qaui a1 S |
qos frqwaE-s - e-E-adREgaatramiy - a9
FATAAN  SrEawREAaafa « J@grEET T senfsag
sravaAtEFataia ageaEi sEgrg W'—O0p. cit., pp-
49-50. :

The present Kgzrikz has been cited by Kuntaka in his

Vakroktijivita, Chapter I.© We quote here the relevant extract
from. that treatise :—

| A A F A IR 9 SO ST
gt ()=,
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‘qRaEr gIIRT— Sl aq % S-Gred At
FTauafaeataeiay P39 T | TEEAT JEFAT rod-aT19%-
sq-Tfagraaa-safafaaaiiaEa areay STHEe §
T O GFO-SIF-SI9T-HINed  oeq-uaEue  9ged-
gIAMHE G479 TAIAN qHiFg 9Ed | JE T
AN AT AT EEAET -
Tear  sqafaead . SAANE T FTeF-qRHTISTAIAA T
anieear g, Far s taEt wafa @ agr
faami TaFFET GAEaEE | ST gAETETHE aqHia-
frufis @’ oFe-Sm-IEEEER R aasaid-
G 11"—0p. cit., p. 56.

TEXT
$93 1 @AM mmmmﬂwmm

A TN ahE gEfraa |3 19 8] WRY
TET AEARITI N

EXPOSITION

§ 12. The suggested sense, again, falls into three distinct
categories—viz. vastu, alamkara and rasa, which have their
own sub-varieties. And in all these cases, the suggested sense,
be it vastu or alamkara or rasa, is quite different from the
expressed sense.

a‘asr .. .ma"&r—~The sense which is conveyed by the
funcnon of abhidhz or denotation is called JT=q1Y, but the
52]’;{:{1’21' like FA-ITEITANE (in ﬂ%ﬂiﬂ' ’q\TGL) can never be
communicated by denotation, because there is no TH.
Compare : ‘AT GHATAGK—K&vya-Praksa, I1I. Though
vastu, dalarhkara and rasa, can all be coneyed by suggestion,
there is this much dlﬂ"erence that while the first two can be
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conveyed through Denotation as well, the last one is always and
invariably suggested and never expressed. As Abhinavagupta
puts it :—

“qR AT qEg & Wal—efEE:, Freaeataisn-
wafa | @ifFs 3 TssEsaat sofwsfEiaL g 9
fafy-faaremsasT ag-geaa=ay | gisfy fgfaa—a:
qd " FTfy I SHER AT IR ATFANT, X
FHTTET T, F0A [TATATATAEAR & I3 A M Ao as 6 -
wafafefy swafeat argror-sa-FamET 11 agm- AR qo-
wfad asgamg=ay | wrEwge 7 sawal fagaw | ag
eroysfr 7 T7-gE-areAt @ SYfrw-sqagraafaa, feg we-
g ATT-ZaA-garE-gra - faararpra-aq fag-arrfafafise-
T - AT V-G AT -6 (TR e v T-s e TR X T
T, § FEAARF-Nad weataffa, g = ek,
T HEQATSSATT 11"—O0p. cit., pp. 50-52.

Now, it may be asked that if vastu and alamiksra can as
well be conveyed through Denotation (abhidha), what is the

use of proceeding along a tortuous way and resorting to Sugges-
tion (8g5SAT) ?* To this the Dhvani theorists would assert

1. ““The maxim of the Brahmapa-ascetic. ‘The =W is a
Buddhist ascetic, and therefore mnot a Brahman,—but the
expression FTFPWHHAN implies that though now a Buddhist
he was formerly a Brahman. The maxim is used by the
authors of the K@vyaprakas a and the Sahityadarpana in exactly
the same connexion.”—Laukika-nyayafijali, Part I., pp.
38-39.'(Collected by Colonel G.”A. Jacob. NSP.)

2. Compare the saying—"a® %wﬁr, faRg fead v
T 17 -
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that an idea conveyed through suggestion is more charming
than the one expressed through Denotation as is attested by
the unanimous verdict of all true connoisseurs of art. As
Anandavardhana states :—

‘“FTEAISAT 7 997 Ty AAGH: @ 0F gar’

— Dhvanyaloka
Mahimabhatta also notes :—

“Tq: GISTSFRETAT ST |

AT T TR afgat @ u”
—Vyaktiviveka, p. 343.
(Chowkhambs  Edition). Govinda Thakkura, in  his

commentary on Mammata's Kzvyaprakis'a, Chap. V, expressess
the same idea :—

[ dgFa safagar—
IR TE-ATAT TIISHFATET |
o4 sarrgar qrat s I Eh |
I SAAGAT SAGITAT | 3 afiqa qT asa= | e~

Fe7 safeaAT | 3a: ! DEAGATENIT | FIATAEIL
FIFIAFATT | FEIATTRATHHET Freqr-Fraaiecas: 1}
T TISHTCATRAT TEIATATH AT T FATHHIT
TEITASTSA sqeaq—afq Iq 1 IeAA— Trdf area:
AT T AATAFAR AT AR SATHAGEH | T
ATAATSTHRS 8, SAFAAT qEFNIA ZRT Feoraey | a7 FASFRA
| qEgATE FGH A q@FRE areraq fafagereiq awg-
arrer 7 sagrad (Efagaeiq Ioaa OF a3
g TEASHH AT, T ARASH AT FIAT-
v Afedde SqFTieEdk s gAr TiE-eagee-
FTaT: | '—Kavyapradipa, p. 145 (N.S.P. Edn.).
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TEXT

§93 | qUT fg—ATa%aTEq e IR ) AR
q fz saifaz ar=a fafaew afavasw | aa—

‘v afersr fiaet @t gors wsw qrivay gor

TBOT3-Feg-Feg-arteon gfemizo v

EXPOSITION

§13. Anandavardhana now proceeds to show that the first
variety of the suggested sense—viz. vastu, differs toto caelo
from the expressed sense. For example, when the expressed
sense is injunctive in force, the suggested sense is prohibitive
in character, and no sane man would ever think of identifying
injunction with prohibition, or affirmation with negation. As
Abhinavagupta explains : g fﬂﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁ zfa | fafy-fras fasst
gfq 7 weafag famfa: '—0p. cit,, p. 53. The Prikgta verse
quoted here is Hala’s Gaha-Sattasai, II. 75. (NSP. Edn.). Here a
courtesan addresses a virtuous ascetic who is in the habit of
daily plucking flowers from the grove situated on the bank of
the river Godavari—the rendezvous of the harlot and her
paramour—and informs him, nervous even at the presence of
a dog, of the advent of a lion in the locality, thus covertly
hinting that his wanderings are not safe henceforth. Abhinava-
gupta thus puts forth the motif of the harlot i—

“FEATREY gHaeAT S faq-gd @i STfHsg== -
AN TEAGAH-Ieaa-FgaTe-fasgriiswmy  afe
?Tgﬁq'qilﬁﬂ: v’

Mahimabhatta, who does not regard suggestion as a
separate function and strives to prove it as another name for
Inference (anumina), thus explains the gatha bringing out
the inferential character of the prohibition ( fagy ) conveyed
here :—
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“qF FEEIAE amaq W wime— wa FAeg
gFfaT g1 ag fammrarim-geraeesaar =) a9
Tafra-ggmrtefea-meshn sargmn sarf gg-
Arygr wAar qifdwer aAicg-afafy agiammes Tt
Hegamar sAmgrsty Fafcirmes faifis g
Areu-AE-ATE R e famsfageTen Ay
weag fatage wworer sfaesy e

“a17 fg gragt ama-adrawE? -y o sdfa-
TIATALT: | FALATANT G-I F- AT |

“gaTErEqTaq Alqas-fag: T ua, weu-fafa-owre
qrEAEd  qQITAFI-F-FRETARIACAT:  qTaaed Aradi-
XGIEEA |

“fgdtaeg aa wa g4 qateifaa-fagde faafe sfaowg:
TAF TR araealq Safmeaad | g awe
st FPaF FWEA FEaTAE qF GEEES T,
TG | AT QG | AT Teq-raa A i
Qe g E-aa-fag woE |

T qEAT AAARAFAE: T FATALEHAT AT
Taaifias q@fem, SwaAfy a1, qan: w<frFee e
WATG | SAA—A qTEET ATATATAG AN FE=IaT Ha-

Tqey, wwar 9 wdr-ffy  fafaFeeiEeee-

warfy fawedw, oW At ar wer-fefy auAreT-
AiF-EET | AragttgaaT, faffrimganE |
B Arsal wao-fadt ITAET TITSAATA AT
g g e aTRar artie qfes adawti—
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FFET-EFAEATAAM | F] FTAW: FFF A AL G-
Wy Ifga-ymnsaae qafdg-agaagamty  afawed
stfecagra-fasta-fraggat-aras-aEsda
o 1. ... @ ‘wq "fewer | dracelt’ gfa amard-war sAv-
fafaates: | qea QU gorsly steet ATlE A0 gRAfAT A
FAFTAT qa-Tag-fafgd amadsmaEl 3g: | agafa-
§uRg AT QT A AT, JElEAEA | a% M-
wEFeg-gegatanT 5 NeEdFee-gaie atva-faaan
fer-@igir-fa @-Aw-sTataE-gRnE ga-fag-
qgIaea gguta: | gEgaraorfa afgden qer afdfo
ﬂ:e;ra‘rtrcrra?m | qEqTEY g4 gregEd ¥ fatg-vwo-faig-
ST GERAET Fav fae: 9fag UT wawE agET
YT swen ewra-faegigesear wfand famrawe afa
gufiwar swamsnfaar 1 gadfa afgatfa wam
frasmr qg | TR ua wwoEw el 7 @ s@-
qAY, 97 A0 qaEqRisA- g faeie ...y
FTREFTEER TAT A Rl SfagagsmT-
A AR Afeaew-gefmidsgatra Fufio:
FaF-aATAER A wfrdqaea Faad =3 sty
gfw @ faw 7 g qaqan aqfesammiiisawany
aTfa-aafad afaangE aufagda feafr warg-fe:
‘wEEl avifagmifxaey, fraa sfaf-eanaed Fafo: |
gatfaafral fg od WAFEER w9l G&@hT ) aq |/
ae—

“Atacad AFIEY wr\gw FTW |
sfgStar-arge mu‘tqrf:mer T y—zfa”
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‘e sfe-feagur—ad 9w Sa 01— Vyakii-
viveka, Vimar§a. III.

The latter part of Mahimabhatta’s criticism is quite:
out of place and wide of the mark as Anandavardhana

is not the author of the verse, and he merely quotes it to
illustrate his point.

TEXT
§9v | Ffaz a=9 afavasy fafaea g9—
9T G foraesy vy o fzsmmst q@tef o
ar afgst dauray asm et

EXPOSITION

§ 14. The gdtha quoted is VIL. 67 of Hala’s anthology-
This, too, is addressed by a married lady whose husband is
away from home to a traveller (for the time being a guest at
her dwelling), who is eager to meet her, but is unable to do
so on account of the presence of her mother-in-law. To
console him she cleverly states: “Here liecs my mother-in~-
law, and here is my place—mark you, O traveller ! daytime
as itis, -and don’t you, blind as you are at might, be silly
enough to steal into our beds (through excessive eagerness).”
This prohibition, however, is apparent and is only a clever
way of expressing the acquiescence. of the lady to the traveller’s.
request by giving covert hints as to the time of meeting and.
cautioning Hifm by making him aware of the mother-in-law’s:
rekting-place so.-that Tie “may not mistake the mother-in-law’s
bedfox that of ;his;iov.re. "As Abhinavagupta comments —

| "%'rfﬁ'a[ Nfyaqfast TOUAESF TTEUEATFE TFET
oS g oy s fraammatsy fafa
7 g fR-meRsHTgTdarenT:  EaREH-aus e
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F ... a0 o aftpa-adater: | 9 gaft
I, AEAAERAIATEET  Sufag T g, a9ty &
wUfr ot feaasrsmgfagan gafedsafaad: | wE
GATETALTAT: | 7 7 WA A, AANSAAE  q@,
IBIHT AFAAISE TESIH | ggeaaaaTeEA-faae faq
qraafiaga sad: afaewamrat 9 e e
wirarat rzarat wr feow: 1 wfy g fya-frgadarativa-
TageFresfmAT-qdFY sq1aaT =7 9a 11"'—O0p. cit., pp.
71-73.

Mahimbhatta’s exposition is as follows :—

“ar% f afoq-aifoma Mfrqafrafn sy @w
EIERERICIE G I ERICR IR CR R R RIER I
gt qed gaa-cad fafasaqafeen Famaassaradr
AIAG G -SANTAET AT AR G AT AT
T g7 A @ fryaneeraed—afa G TR
wiadaqad enfirdqadae fiead

‘7 Ffafafaa-raereda afqwe sremfaaraaioE:
TIAAATER-qq A—geguanaafa=i aremiaf awawy 1
qEAIfE a9 Afasr-aERE ety werEd
PR qeATaag g aeE swaafy fesafar

“IRTT AHIATIRA a9 aRRgTETE AT T afqw-
sacATgat Toeft | wmeRT gF gadEnea A fg aTn O
TATq | Fgr AgAAfE IR -aFTaaql qfefy 1 TeErgE 0
ar% fg e Wemean A<ty e | q = faaikdeaaya
Fraresaren. {geat sfa fag: 1, gafayshodEa: @
FEL: GPYIIAAY | | IAAETTY T FGRIRAT wafal
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| AT aga ofts ¥ yadaty | T 99 faraar
ety srteagrama: |

“Fre=rd fRaraaica T gegdsayiss g gga-afe-
AR TGERTAT AL |

“q J AAAAAEIFT-TANT AGI-TY T FEPEAAT-
AT FIAAT WA, AT TI T o< G foraswr” g
Tafed, Asagaaarfe: | smaframee | g fg a=fea-
Aoy gadaE fran agmamt witg: )

“SrRR-faR Tt FgeE-afweaqugE@e, AT arsaw-
ATAT, ATSAEL T SASTAHEAT THACAT |

“fsara frecammont g3 7 v | ¥ fg frdaron
AT T TRATATT JHATN AT 1 AAR: T T
Taafaea Tyyarteg | e 7 frafrard-fafaig-
fAegea 1 Farafna faerd | gdiog aRedT swe-
Amfsear, Szt Tag—

“ifag) wia-saisfea safiram e |
w4 faegy wraen qr 9w gy s 0’ gf )

afy =7 aeissy SR waufafagga feawon: sfass
et 7 aqg yiavaggia feafaf 3o fafreamias
seftfa-fafe: | aemfzaaes st fasmmag wafaa
ardifa gacaen srgrafc T { ' —Vyakti
wgiveka,, pg 403-407.

_ Thus accordmg to Mahimbhatta, Anandavardhana is not
Justlﬁed in citing the above gatha -as an illustration of sugges-
tion, since there is no necessary and invariable relation
between the expressed sense (ﬁ[ﬁ’%'r) and the so called , suggested
sense ( fafer) which in Mahimabhatta’s opinion is the pre-
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requisite and essential condition of suggestion which, im
reality, is no other than Inference.

The following verse from S'ribarsa’s Naisadhacarita is
interesting as it has some bearing on the present illusiration :—

frveraay fafuly dsgar
T AT TG AT T
fasfrod e fowr eadfi”
favamTit-ass qa< 11— Canto. IX. 50
TEXT
§ gu | & T1=9 fafaeasgarsa qa—
‘a9 wg fAsr ¥ T g wtEE-QTeEn
a1 5% 3 e fom aferara-gearea streeg 0!
EXPOSITION

§ 15. The suggested sense in the illustration does not'
stand in the relation of contradiction (fa <) with the expressed!
sense (JTSATH) as in the preceding two githgs. Here the
injunction  (faffy ) —viz. I, does not suggest its.
negation—viz. FSYTHTT, as in the first case by ¥[H,,
BHOMNTS was suggested. Nor there is any suggestion of
& separate injunction as such. The suggested sense here bears.
no definite relation with the expressed sense and can neither
be classed under faf¥ nor under f4§% and as such is termed;
HATAIE]. As Abhinavagupta explains :—

“sr ety fofer: | 7 seRe MiftsracEmd a9, aft
g MEMIM—3TFIIEs FaTE, TATEeAs 11 F9e
EAFATAGACHAT (e Freqeaifaamas @w foaq: o
99 w39t goisty s meRgeNs wfwaartamiaarisy
NAAY| 9 FE geasHEeq g, i fasaeadm,
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FA-FRETE: 11"—O0p. cit., pp. 73-74. Compare : ‘TTTT-
fefadafeadiat 7 g qateafurish waera: P—Maloikagn-

.mitra, 111, 3. Mahimabhatta’s comments on the above githi
.are ag follows :—

“a ey wliemmsasdfeasatnnioar  arafsed
Aegwsd  goElfed w1 @ frd wfr We(?) fafiee
TEATHT W (reatemyaagaal afy g fraa | a9 sasre-
AT AT ST Traeae senmfis: ae: |

‘a7 T T8 afee-fafgaitt frare-dfqentt wEa
THEAT HAY, AT qAfa rfeoaarafaazre qan faaatt Ey
F0 a7 a8 sEaEARTEg: | weam R e afgafrf
Afgdt 7 @gEmt frem-denfegammic faxhkr

wgraFstfasiyay i sifoai frg-saadar wafa, 3w
TLFTAAN], FE-FIT-AETART AL galsqd O a7 Sfi-
wagrReqiaaHiay, TiftaqEdst g sfatsr waifa aer A
FeaTgEE-faa freaa wa qaudtfa-oeardEn w1e-
AErEAT—t fg-agmafaaisgrniar: Fraemaa
TF 7 STFT SAIQTH | "—Vyaktiviveka, pp. 407-408.

TEXT
- §%g 1 wfz IR AN TSSTIEER F9H—
g ofa fgwg ge-afa-merfiganfraR
srfgafienor fipg” st s f7 gm0
EXPOSFITION
§16. According to some, in this prakrit garhg, a lover
shrewdly praises the beauty &f the maiden he loves. Their
explanation is as follows :—
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‘o exafaary AT fAaceafc sAafaser g
TgiTaT Arfasr mE-safeamaiatt aad afy qq: afawg
TG, AADA ALIHAEF fAacdy | 7 Fqe Tareal aw
7 fag fo-fast w7fS, ameamgmi | g T sEEF
ga-wa-oTaisty wiasadicaa o garmdifa asswfmas-
R ST |

“afg a1 gegr  afezawmnsfy gEadiRoar e
qe=ay—A FaoaeAdl faed ®AfY, ST9qEagameTs-
WA A, 99 O gATl, AEg A<A-AfEE-aRiE-
wrtaar sFargmfy sfrarfesmt fas sUafy aeafama-
wqEsTEfaRey sagr: \”

But Abhinavagupta demurs against such interpretations,.
for then this verse cannot be legitimately cited as an illustration
of Dhvani, but it is reduced to a case of U{INTSAFS where the
suggested sense is subordinated to the expressed sense, which

becomes the object of final cognition and relish. As he
remarks :—

‘o g sreaTgasly  saafaa sdvwr faaag-
e fracteats qafy area ga fasmfoihasrgraasa
T AR FIEAIZ OIS TAT, 7 £a: '— So he furnishes
his own interpretation of the verse in the following words :—

‘TR Wi —a1fag WA Sragaa e agrerfa-
TEATTSGAT A7 7 FET-Tea AT TR T sTeaf s T
AT TF ACATATAGAIINT qHa9" 2R’ 3fd | qwa1959
faed &0fy g Aftwa-sva wfasadifa 1 seamm oq o
WG AT NS, @EIE AT AeSE g gAa AT ey

HTNAEIT AT HTTARATERAT STGT FaAT SqA 03T 1"—
Op. cit., pp. 75-76.
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Mahimabhatta thus establishes the inferential character of
the suggested sense in the above illustration :—

“ar= Tt wAfT FrermrER-aaat agsEd-
FifaFATaIE! e qRETa o TS T
qEATEd] TIGFIEY FeAIIafa—sfa  FEseisT sdra-
TATAD: | @A F areaed sfagsgeiaiT & aEe-
TfoRe FEEAERT  SITaw ge-afrsAaeTiiae-a9-
frageaea Fdrdemtag:, aoarlar amdraeer qaifm
FIAGHAEYAAN] | FATIAT: qEe1qt ArirarieproT
afwaeafass @@ 7 gorEdfr aqstad sy gt
qeary Fdw QfT sfade-frdwaafafals | st qade
FRIAA Fao-T-fragea Sy ag s
AAEA FRACFSIRATAHT ATESTH AT TFSTAL-
qafa | FrafaEan e aftgndas S -
gaag s aagwfaE  gEmEn gy g 1—
Vyaktiviveka, pp. 408-409.

TEXT
sgo| tz =R fAfm-favawa sazenfiat wn—
‘ﬁamaﬁaﬁmmwﬁw‘f Tt AT |
qwmﬁ Fefcerad agg wigu v
EXPOSITION

§17. In all the previous illustrations, both the expressed
and the suggested senses are cognised by the same person—
viz. by the ascetic in the first illustration, by the traveller in
the second, by the lover in the third and by the fiance'e in
the fourth. But this 111ustratxon is cited by the author to
show that while the expressed sense is cognised by one person,.
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the suggested sense is cognised by quite another person, the
substrata of the cognitions of these two senses being thus
distinct (fgf¥+a-fa9ar). And, thisis also another reason why the
suggested sense must be held to be different from the expressed
sense. As Abhinavagupta puts it :—

'wd areg-sagravifis-areg-Sracafia o -favdsty
FeT-Aag A7 s whwfeaq | syAr g fawa-warafy
STFIEA ITATE WS TAG—FAIE A=A 3T 1" Locana,
. 76.

The gatha is addressed to a lady by a maid-in-waiting
in the presence of her husband : ‘“Who is not enraged to see
the lips of his beloved ( thus ) scarred ? Now dost thou
withstand ( all the admonitions of thy husband) as thou didst
smell the lotus with bees ( humming) init, disobeying all our
requests to the contrary.’”” The husband, ignorant as he is of
his wife’s conduct, takes the maid’s words at their fdce value,
while the suggested sense—viz. the dalliance with her
paramour ( whose kisses caused the scars on her lips), is
cleverly hinted at by the maid with an eye to the lady.
Abhinavagupta brings out a variety of suggested meanings in
this gatha, each intended for a particular person and thus
explains the verse t—

A Ara—awfaefaar gakeg afear fqfkea-
aqafag-faam ggwdfk qaaewaTRT Farfag fagm-
EAT TEATAAT-ANGIRETT=AT | GEEATA-EA qT=99-
faragdifawan | wifasd g—aaRmn AR snaane
g | SgEaty 9 qgfaud sagm . qwai 9 Mhaaha
ANFIEEAEET | qgEsR-at g - At
Hifgaa-TeeRTT ST AR | ST T TGHEH-
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aelgaa-sgemt arrarfaraeand o sfy gsaetfefy
gueifaed A | GIET-HET 3AAT GHIGATSTHIT BTHI-
aTeATT TEYG 7 TFTT, TgATH agAT:, Fged A gf
SHATAIEIITT SAGIA | qIT qF TISATTACTN FEA-
FedT Tt <fwrar, g IeexaA-cmafate fagas-sfy
T -FD-AvT-are A S AAaaIg g
I waaeeR  Jo -l agm sfe
qRagE sqFEqIfaa -qsaT \?  —Op. cit., pp. 77-78.

Compare also Manikyacandra’s commentary on Mammata's
Kavyaprakis'a called Kavya-Prakas'a-Samketa, pp. 178-179
(Mysore Edn.). Vidyadhara reproduces verbatim Abhinava—
gupta’s words. See Ekgval;, pp. 46-47.

oy Fwifag fagwar @t s@ft sEFtad 9T-ge-
TIPS ATEET-EINE T § FIAFAESE
qear:  ae-afITRIgT-FEEANFY AT A gy
@R TOATE | TT AT-TCHATTIHEAT G499 BTHF-
BiFeq SqIaRIg-FITo AaAlala smfta-a==w | a9 7 Jiia-
JTATAT: GHATEASACS - S AT A a AT TI®T G-
safafy qugdfogere | ggafaed a@ feenfage
faqre: fraar-aaig-sqsaafa frrmafEm—sfr amand-
Pre: QUST-GTI-IIEETa E2 OF Il Shard-fred g
FfeRe qUgRT- AR TE: G 1 G ARSI
ST FAT GEATTA-TAAAT AT HTATL T - A 1-
fageaw anet 89 1 aarAigAAE-frasgfenE-
yaro-fag wafg q W—Vyaktiviveka, pp- 411-412. In this

passage, Mahimabhatta establjshes the inferential character of
the so-called suggested sense in the gatha ‘HTH §~.
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TEXT
§9¢1 o [FWREl  AAEAfE: sdamEeEn
- s 0
gerafea | avi foe emag st an i
EXPOSITION

§18. Hemacandra, in his Kgvydnu$@sanu, adds a few more
illustrations besides those already cited by our author with a
view to bringing out the difference of the suggested sense from
the expressed sense. We quote here the relevant extracts for
the facility of the readers :—

“qer-ior-meard safafs: safa-faua sagnd: @9
saeay Avead sfy cafafefa qatad: afqq | g = aecassr-
waifeaarg frar | qorfy ey svd geatfoadisasd
firem: 1 (1) @ Tz ar=y fafasy sfaggsar gur—

o afega— gfq

() Fafafass fafadar—erar I AssTg— g 1.,

z) Tafag faat fasasa< qar— |
AT GATE S TIEAN FE T GO |
g errg gerfssrar Grar a{t% a1t

o a7 qF 7 mscrma qqn & Grma"rfa faeafaam wfy-
TEFRI, afa: S, T8 Tomaeaawdl qqareEd H-
afe freaad sftad 1l (v) Fafafeaes frgetas a91—

corasd soTaer 9fad afaunr Fufafg |
Swgaag 5 wfasag wgasf=oaw n”

—3 TRafg-a A geE-qu-ARe-aR gt saafaaret

fragrea< gaaFT 1 (4) afarFaaFaF%xﬁrsrsr fafirdtoar—

. “1. Hila’s Gahasatlasal, IV. 25 (NSP. Ein.) : ‘7§ grafeea-
A TqsgRAT=S satae | '—Oafigidhara Bhatta’s gloss.
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“agelg &% 7 afrarsr stz gl frgaw frgears

wigfaweg W@ Al g wiF wawr 110 —afa

—  fafy-fadiafoad agiefed, amt @R
=f Fafraiaar Frasarasta & gdfa fafr: sy 0(g)
Fafaafafafasy fagey ggq7——

"SIt FHaAT g gaeT W
TP a1 fass a1 qrey e g frafar i

-7 1= 97 {755 Ifq afafy-fage <Hfggan s=ady
AR gAE we 3fa Fw <aar fag shfay w aEt-
T TAT-fAe sdvay 1 (o) dafar frfa-fae
fFeaea< qur—

“forsraza-dagfran afger s asag qiur |
TEAT-FAT Feorg-A1IT 37 2aw7H 1"

—33 AT A1 Foifa faf-fe gty F erwrr-
Freqarfasead mreatfaeas | 5g o waat ggafa-gar
gezaa-& 7 faearad adtaq u (¢) Fafag fafa-froes-
fAvgraz agr—

“sfeamry afeuggd a1 40 dzifen gfewgs
T sagTor-fazat gy g asa-aE 1
s afag Fgaaay @1 gy awifoataty Ga-faga-
g afg | IHEW wEay aowwssy 9 soea—sfy
frvgras sdiaa o (}) FfEfest sqwd ag—
“fafrd a9 fraaft on a9 o efay wizag
Aty fafasosstor figor Qa-fasafaar o7
. ¥ sAdafy freafaaw 1 fafeify few aft g
FuF S o

..+ 1 Dgndin’s Bawadarsa. 11 139
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(30) zafafagasywd ar—
< qet qfEer...”
(vq) Fafafgfu-fagggiwwd aa—asg ag fag—"
g
(¢3) Fafafafafaadsyad aar—
“org-qg-qarfgsA T fHErERrg-SIAv T g |
sig fregquurrgaraT w@w gafa wg fgaag n”
—fqgaqEzEar w49 g qgaartefag  qaIg-
afig garag aomd-frsqe-asiraasgEnargafatdisat-ag-
MEAqEANET Fa ar=aisd: | q@H-IqAL  qEaa -
S ferlscara AT TATHE-TFEAIY T JEATEd ATATHLGUS-
AFGASEAT AFAT A q1q Sfq 7 Faw qear warafaassan
arag wagrsty ar gt vay gfa aafeaat agawtam
garrar sfa arfastfsmay sag: o
(13) #afag ararfzfaeq-favads saaeafaat gar—
“Feg g9 grg qar....” s
—Op. cit., pp. 26-34.

TEXT

g9 | featarsfy waFr ar=ififm awwsaag
FAfasaR |

gAtTR TETas: gagt qreameriig: s,
T g |y vegeam-favg 3ty weafghm v
f§ aroa’ o wygfAftads a1 @, fomads
gfooEagas av i o8 @vs-fafmanm
TR | T 9 Fa 9 A sve-Fatae
Tt ag, aaty ffe feafetiagagaert
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Wifd: | ®WET | IASNATA, 7 g AqEAR
fivR qur qen wEEg) A f dEEsETR
ATy e sfaaes-<ha v wmmt
ydtfatfa | a9y EnfimaeRu daowrsly framr-
fren ffrda wdet wife | faew afemie-
st | aegE-atEra sfl-amerifoats
i, 7 9 afedeg safag—sf adaish o
e e T feaqq 1 = Tw9 9w wWifetem
Zaifieas 1)

EXPOSITION

§ 19. e Tashy g —refers to that variety where the sugges-
ted sense is in the form of a figure of speech (@HT), which
is reducible to a particular kind of relation (H¥gH) as subsis-
ting between the SII=TTT and the Eqw?f' SF,} aﬁﬁmﬂ%——As
the suggestion of AFHTLs is much more varied and complex
than that of mere %] (fact), it is dealt with in extenso in the
Second Uddyota, a major portion of which is devoted to the
discussion of the nature of JFFTTEGfH. As Abhinavagupta

observes :—-3T‘J\' 'ifﬂ' t ﬁ{fﬂ?ﬁfiﬁa ‘W&Wﬁ]z A
Jfaa: @ EFaEr Y ) 5 Gafaarageasas fhe-
saEguAEaR | g97 i fafa-fta-aayracr e dsem
FEGEAl: a0 gA:, qAT ASFIEAN:, ASHIO I~
AT | o A gyasA i 1”—O0p. cit., p. 78

'cIEﬁ'W@ EGHEE 1 SN sfa a'ﬁmf‘:ﬁq:;,— Tg—The-
particle J (a‘c‘q'f"ﬂ:r{:@) serves {o differentiate the third variety

of suggestion of ¥, W etc. from the previous. two
categories. For while ® 9%F and S®FIT can be at times
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conveyed through denotation, T&, WT¥ etc. are always suggest-
ed. See Supra. “F-eat =afaF | awASFTUATY awsarl-
TAAAAER A | G- AE-GETAG-qGITAT g 7
warfaafadla, s Seargar-sgar Witk ax sqaA-
ALY AR FeITTeaNe | wqws fFeanny  qend-
AR T AT ARG A AT 11" —°Locana, p. 78.1

It is interesting to note here that while the
followers of the Dhvani school hold that IH, 91T etc. must
always be suggested, Udbhata, the reputed author of the
Kcivyalafizk&m~S.era-San'qgraka, explicitly states that ¥ (accor-
ding to him a variety of YFFHIT) can be expressed in five
different ways—viz. through TF-3[<, et geifera,
fawra and sfay. Thus, according to him, if any senti-

ment is expressed though the general term ¥TH or through any

of the particular terms like HIT, HET etc, there would be
no impediment in the way of our realisation of the sentiment.

Compare
TaagE fRig-ersesrgufz-teiam |
Fge-EqT g framar ey 1)
TG T T -FR- g~ - WA TAHT: |
FIAETE F-ARA T ALK T AT 17
—Kavyilamkara-Sara-Samgraha, IV. 3-4.
(Bombay Sans. Series Edn. p. 52.)

Pratihirendurdja’s commentary on the above verses is as
follows :—

o qeamamen frrfy s 0
‘—Vifvaratha’s Sahitya-Darpana, V. 3.
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t{srr T YFIUIFT T S-geriafn:  qeafaaaia-
dafr | agw wEigsA—aswew @r gl qTE-

I. The quotation ‘g=g®qT: T attributed to Udbhats,
cannot be traced to any knmown work. Most probably it is
from Udbhata’s lost commentary on Bhimaha's Kavyalaritkira
or from his commentary on Bharata’s Najya-S'asira, which too
is lost. That Udbhata wrote a commentary on the Natya—
S'astra is attested by the following verse :—

TR ARAE B IHe [G0E-TTg, F: |

wrifaaaere o Aifefaasa: 11 —S'aradatanaya’s
Bhavaprakis'a It is to be noted that the same quotation is
found in the commentary on Hemacandara’s Kavyinus'dsana:
‘TR Wit FAfag ganeas i —O0p. cit., 1II, on
which Hemacandra himself comments—Taa-“THag Q-
TG TR | T -2aa-e - = -fory ravfaermerasy —
TATL-SATEATATIAL 9 HEIEHET ‘T=a8qT W FITHH ‘T9-WeR:
JERRATH:  TERES  weEn’ w9 St —
0p. cit., pp. 110-111. ( NSP. Edn.). '

Kuntaka in his Vakroktijjvita criticises in sarcastic  terms the
fantastic view of Udbhata, that I, WIT etc. can be expressed
through denotation (i.e. ef-eaar=y): “‘Tafy Hzaa-a-TsaeqTd
FaTi-framataTeTRT SR AR oW (ie., WAy IRIGETE
gErife-ery —xfr wregd war) faifte, T A
AT FAFCTAQAREATHy | qqE TF  T0-G9 e G e
qeamfaE faghe: oX IR —fF w-aRREE WEg e
$fr | qv qAfew T TR 3R W sy s
AT AT SRR AR | AR S = -
AR AR STAA AEU-AAFR FA T
SICLIE Cr et e G I SRR ISIS AU LS LI L
gaeieRd gaen Feafaq STMYATT: dearafaaeiny e
TR ASE-sT-aerdarer-ale: s st s o
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AT PFRTAFT:  PFIUIA: JET: | TFTIAT TIAT-
ATRT-FII0-5%AT TATEAT 99 A1a0: 1 G=ifeorsg faar-
Za TgrATaETaRtawar | fawrateg dui fafa-songa
NI FI-ARATSTAEIRT | fgwRasg Feard @t
FETT AOATAT: | QAT F €-T6GTEAT GHET-STETAIT HTETR-
[ a9 FEAT fgewgaar ggrfe-zafaniay e ag

F150 AT | W &S JEATS HTL: 1’ —The illustrations given
by Udbhata from his lost Kumarasambhava are as follows :—

“gf wraaqEaEs GHEA qTEd RO |
HAATAT-AHeT: F7a9: TAISHAT il
fearansl @ artor aWTR GEFGHTT |
FIT-FH SRR R-FACTRFOIHA 1)
guAtqgE-Tivar faar-frzasar gug

&7 SHISTSRAT SATSEATETHIEAT 11
Pratiharendurdja thus explains them :—

“FEFARIGFIRE:  FIFAFSTIIT | T Wraq
arfrefrmfarsrrgga Fag: | aw @5 5789 399
I Tl 9d9 EassREEted: &R g E-
qfeqiareast g sTgmr @ faew gAEERaTfes |
Fa Ua-fadiven aradary  FeaTasE: TATAAST ET-753: |
gaifores  Sggea-fasargal:  @-weaTfean | @e-
Qar=at 9 gifeaswt a-geiaEt iy 7 gurfieay |
qrfeasTat enfa-sraraea - faRiva T feaarfaag et
Tawraeg waagegaif ffds: | wwadr ff aagqodaaEs
fawreqmrar fora: | aifaasg s sl fafde—

gar & | adisATiAeTYE: sygRIw: S-aeifafn gsafiT
freasad \'—bid., pp. 53-54. Thus ~Udbhata’s view about
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rasqg runs counter to that of the Dhvani ’.theorists, who hold
it as a grave defect of a poem if any rasz or the TITIANE
or HATfIg pertaining to it is expressed through the
denotative power of words. So Mammata says : «zzfagfg-
wqifqwtatai  seaareaar’—Kavya-Prak@'sa, VII. 60. Thus
it is not improbable that the present section of the Dhvanyaloka
is directed against Udbhata’s position.

afg #a%. ... qawiq WWaca-gdrfaefea—Had the senti-
ments like FIT ete. been liable to be conveyed through
the expressive or Denotative power (SITTHT=HTqTT) of words
a mere perusal of the verse—* WT—ET@W%&’#‘R—
AT | S AGAIE -AIRT qET 49 QT &t W—
would have given rise to the realisation of all the different
sentiments. But this is not so. Consequently it must be granted
that the realisation of the aesthetic emotions depends on
the proper presentation of fa¥Ta’s, #TATT's and FATI-A1E"s
through words embellished with attractive figures of speech.

qreqT . . . .sfqﬁ aﬁfm&-—w, 1T etc. are called
a‘éea&‘zr-’a?:r-azrgx in contradistinction with & and AFFII

that are styled HHET-FH-3qgFA, for in the case of the
former group no sequence is observable between the cognition

of the expressed sense (viz. fq9E’s, HTAE's, and R ICE)
and the final aesthetic relish. Compare :—

TH-ATA-TITHATL-HTATATEIHA: |

S URATSRE AT AT saF ke W' —Dhvanyiloka,
IL 3. Alo: 7 @3 fawramgwe-aafwarfor g3 @, afy
g waedfeafeq $9:, @ § I SIAA W' ——Kavyaprakas'a,
V. Abhinavagupta thus brings out the significance of the
indeclinable particle §9 n qgg—
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“ga-gead fagarAlshy #4017 gesaa——zfa ag axvafa 1
—Op. cit, p. 84.
TEXT
§R0 | FISTEIRAT & TIHEAT FEHT: GU |
Y -Z7E - AT TR S SRFTAIN; g
T T 9H- TN FE: FETT § @Y
A | A SifewaTieid: e
HFAFEEAT: MF T FFaqr ofoE: 1 ow
FEO-TE-EPA: | qatguer aEgagaasft @
TA-GATNTFFN 1900
EXPOSITION

§20. & t{érTQf:——Though #: ought to refer to the Sugges-
ted sense, in gencral, yet in the present Kdrika the third variety
of suggestion—viz. THEFTH, is mainly in view in consonance
with what follows. As Abhinavagupta obscrves :—

“g qafa sdramEaEsty sFE gata g et
Teas, IAgE-asd SHa-a faeas=T | 39 9 @
TEIT SATHAT, TRABFITEAA g gaoT W 9fq qaaeay sfq
qreATgaFsat at geafagrn eafa: seaearar sty e
4 ANFIH 1" —Locana, p. 85.

The second half of the above karik@ is meant as an illus-
tration of the proposition that Igeafd is the soul .of a poem.
In the Ramayapa, it is the FHEY-TY or fragic emotion that

s e o = o o e et S —

# Compare : ‘qrvamr=agiaqgardr qf: FAHATEIONT T |
faur-fagives-adiea: @iF@AmT a9 oF: 1
~Raghu. XIV. 76
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pervades the whole poem. In the Fourth Uddyota of the
Dhvanyzloka Anandavardhana states :—

“aFEl ATET W OF TAatAgsaArst ARy and sarm-
T F ooy | Ffeafaaft Ig—gar wwad g ar
[T | T g wRol @ sagarfestaar gia—
AF: FAFANNG FrAganfaan | faless @ 17 @qEa-
faaadeaia wawaremav=aar 1—0p. cir., pp. 529-30.
“FHISIEE. . . . TS IFIHNG: "—The Ramiyapa is the
outward manifestation and embodiment of the poet’s tragic
emotion ( FRI- ) that was aroused by the pitiful cries of
the Kraufica bird at the sight of its consort ( Fr=4T ) being
pierced to death by an arrow of the fowler. The term ITeh:
has to be construed with =S¥ in the compound FHTEAGE-
fgamic: and not with stifeswa. Abhinavagupta gives
reasons for this construction in the following passage :—
CRSTE FETANT qEFU-gTAQEA  qIgwd-sqqaa
Sfeaat 1: oiF: earfawra fadearamaean fayserggma-
fag-<faeatfavae s9g @1 ¥ wg FuTEfrTE-agEr-
FRATAATINAT  ZT-HAS-TAA AIAFATG AT TN
sfagea:  Fruweai  SfEs-mis-catafaat afaazia-
garearaERt sfqoe:  aefigigeissetag faaafa-
frsreaaE-anfremtass  ammadstt  faagfa-
R §fd 797 sFaFady snagany  aglaawes-
SRRt Sm sl gea—
At faatg gfqest @ava: argdr: g9 |
Iq Fsa-fAgaRFagH: s™Hige 1 ik
A 7A: W 3f7 AgeAT | wa f wfy aggEa as ¥ gfaa
37 Fear et frast w1 A ¥ gEgsaeae
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1 ud FFnfaa-aE-sariaN b " -gH e o -
TAWNTTAT] & UF FACATEAT FITITETATA ST R - A B L -
FIF: | TAREEG gRaei—arag quil F | a9 araed
AT |"—Op. cit., pp. 85-87.

Thus, every true poem is merely the expression of the
poet’s overflowing emotion and is a medium to transmit this
emotion to the readersin succession, and it is because of this
that emotions ( ¥g ) are truly styled as the soul of poetic
composition. This idea has been admirably represented by
Abhinavagupta in his scholium known as Abhinava-Bharati on
Bharata’s Ngtya-S astra, VI. 42 :—

w9y AYSITE WA J&T AT T BF qAT |

qAqT S TET: g J¥AT ArAT st o
—The readings of the commentary are extremely corrupt and
obscure though the purport thereof is sufficiently clear :—

‘st qeqr gAqHET fead qar WrEAeTtasiT (?)

—qfwr sgqufafels @( F 2 )-ay 7 sareammRly FETa-
AT Glarees STeg-qUasy AesqT: 89 7 qfag
qeATdAY @, qrafases 3§ JaNdar aRgaed  9RaEl-
qifgrRagn  famifrdfafft gaws s s
aarfrs-fafs 91 od godrsearrarg S @ wfafg
frmrfsfa—@sa TA | qa QA —

‘ST ¥ FE: B AR EEAIAEET | T
JT-EATAE FTaaq | T Frfe-eqHrastae-aesaram:
ax GoeqAIT: graTfas-Tareans: | a9 wHana R
—Op. cit., Vol. I, p. 295. (GOS. Edn.)

FATATARH T ..o ST —Corfipare :-—
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“eg-sasE-waAsferq fafad grvemafa
wifens urfen sfa: aEaaar o
—Dhvanyzloka, IV. 5.
Also, ‘ag: afegrwaal Fatal Wifcaquafa® =R
T q 1WA’ — Dhvanyaloka- Vrtti, Uddyota III. p. 497.
TEXT
§R¢ | GEIAl g aIIEE
fr.Sgeg ARl AgaT FEIAW
A FAHAA ATATE
afeged afafages sy

7% TEG-a<F fSTRATT qgal FAMT I|E ASF-
amrd sy ofagmaferts  Ffeasfa
fafarsfmorafit dar sfEsgmagen
95T 97 AEHIT 3f0 o ||

EXPOSITION

§ 21. ‘The Goddess of learning herself, out of divine grace,
so weaves out the theme overflowing with emotion, the
quintessence of poetic art, to devise which no conscious effort
is needed on the part of the poet, as to reveal the light of the
poet’s genius that shines forth with a transcendent halo.” The

same thought is repeated in the following Karik@ of the
Dhvanyaloka :—

“sraeat arEt Atag-fafaaaifag-war

A qIe: FAeT: FACALTAT LafaTy |
qreqrE=sT-fa@-Aaul avg gHa:

YA T AT qAE AT 17—V, 17,
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~—which has been explained in the Fy#i as follows :(—

“qai gFAAt  qEFgF-peanara-afmagT  ggiawi
aiqefaare-freggmd egemard A safagersad) g9
WEdr  geEaar  exgmiwagndaifguiqafa) uadg fg

wgrRfad Agraate 1
The production of a great genius is marked by spon-
taneity while that of a tulent is laboured and forced. Compare

Abhinavagupta’s comment :—
“frswraEfq | freuwAeTd agRT g™ Ted: |

qIE WEATAF—
“amEAE I UG g W@ agateqeern |
I ATeq gH: § Ty g AfrhfE @
qalR faarearear fr AR . o na—
“f gamen qfewes aga Iy Dmfc g |
wreafa warfa wgtodizw quafaset gggafofa n»

—ZEINT FIOIIEGATACE fgaad 9 11—
Op. cit., pp. 91-92.
Bhatta-Tauta, in his lost Kzvya-Kautuka, has thus defined
wfa¥r and differentiated 1t from other intellectual functions like

saT, wid, F ete. i—
“egfasaara-favar afazmmfnE
qfgearaFifedt ST 9T AFTFEHT 790 )
FHT AT-AAA Y-S TRAAT 7GT |
AEIATOAT-SAFg-a0 AT g F64: 1)
qex w9 wa wegA—" 5fT

Note also Vyaktiviveka :—

qgrpr-msard-faer-fea oS |
& TrET-EaR et wa T SRrAr w3 1)
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a1 fg Fepdwaaeqaratafy fad |

9 FTEIT FUAY AaEABTeAa T 1P
—Op. cit., IL 117-118.

FISL-TATAT. . . ARIFIA TR T0a=A—It s because of
this spark of genius that a few, amidst the great concourse of
poets, like Kalidasa, are styled mahakavi. Compare :—

QU FAT TOALTAE SlAfswshtea-mieaar |
w9 AEA-FIAAEATHFT qisdaar aqa 17
So Also :—
“HETH FIASTAT AR Had: T4 |
qgITEE q Fa<F! &f afz ar q7 7
—Rajas’ekhara’s Xavya-Miumarisa.
fgat—gY a1 247 a7\ IS9L—95 47 §_a7—Bahu-
vrihi compounds by the S7tra—T €IS 2 mqrgzrfwéwz
eG4 — Panini, 11. 2. 25. The GHIFTS suffix T4 is added by
the rule : ‘FEANET GEIX STAAGIOTIG —Papini. V. 4.73.
TEXT |
§3% | 3 MR FAANTEAIT FEE-AOF IO
TEETHEA-FA-AISWT 7 32 |
IR 9 g FENY-AER T DIFE 00
qisat TR A KA -ACARIT AW A =
JETEY WEEEY €@ 3 T - rRamey
! Compare : ‘A7 &% I THAT T WIAAATTHT-TTe%- 7T~
STepTRre] ST TR WA T —Ry 5ggisty aeaft

wgfr 1qg qfe THEAE | FEEE-SORE & i s
L]
arr: Ffafa W —Uttararamacarita. Act 1I.
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TN €A o T FET-IE-SHORIA-FAAATNT
FET-aearraEar-fgamt @tz safiaeiaEt
TR -Far- AT EEe

EXPOSITION

§ 22. The present kgriksz too supplies another reason why
the suggested sense must be held to be distinct from the
expressed sense. While the expressed sense of a sentence can
be cognised by anybody who is acquainted with the conven-
tional meaning ( GHTGATT ) of the words, itis only the
connoisseurs (Ggad) alone who are able to grasp the suggested
sense. Had the suggested sense been identical with the
expressed sense, even the lay-men would not have failed to
understand it. This is further clarified by an illustration drawn
from the science of music (WT*aF-faAT). Just as those
un-initiated into  the art of music {WIT) cannot fully
appreciate the difference between the various notes and
melodies, as propounded in theory, in a particular musical
performance, howsoever well-versed they might be in the
theories of musical science and difinitions of the various elements.
like T, %];fa' etc. thereof, so is it with the suggested sense.

Mammata in his Kavya-Prakas'a reproduces almost verbatim
the arguments of the Dhvanikara for positing the existence of
the suggested sense, supplementing them with a few more of
his own —

“atfy 7 qreatsd: gatq gfqwwy waFwg @fy fadisat
afg wAisEaRE? gearat arsasy: Fafagsagr wafy o gdra-
AT qad-aF-aR-Ffaaifzfaiaagagar amwed wew )
qoT T TR TN g TeqAEheaAraa 3, st
groreataty, srasee safif, wE-sonfratt
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gfa, aweat  fafeesaafafy, smesgar @ swEdf,
frraegfy  dfgamary ofy, aveisa Sam g
THafysrgisd: ax a= gfrnfy

“Areg-sAgEAA AN fvy-faegmaan, Aqadae
o fad e et gaatermEty 1 e faeea
e e -ere-erfadtae o —geard daa-av-
sygrara-faagasr,

‘Faqafia I 20 afaamfana-
gwA-Tfea-geat fafgat eigar =i

7 a7 fagarwaEt f§ T dar
frfeamamargdesT sifafn: 0’

—zaR) frengfr-age EeTEs, qEFeeageT Wi
FOE, TRIATAT  AI-TIHIA-TIT-AN-G AT
ATHFEY, TRFAATFAAET  THTggragfrar-AdeaatedT
I 3t gfa fafasen, Seam-frg-sagdzaa: sdfmm-
IAGFANTT HIO FIACH, TIISEIAD:” AT TR G
HEATIT:, FEG T W 315 UH!~TATaT qI-qqhaTiaraea
farwaen 1 washr aeiad aq Fafaefy Medae) 9et 7 @ |
I fg—3mwa fg W& wedgal afeewwiam: -
waaT ’—gfa 1"—Op. cit., Ucchvasa V.

All these arguments have been summed up by Vidvanithe
in the following karika :—

“grg,-rer-ear-fafra-srd-sdfemrer 1
arer-frwardiat waifgrmistedaay sagr n”

—Sahityadarpana, V. 2
TEXT

331 UE arETsAfRfRn sawed aww i
o RN Y
qrar= qerata gnaf—
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AN ST BTN T FLAA |
gea: gafegal at geEert WEEE: weu

gt fF-amETA Ty FAN, A W
A | AT TeE agiEd: iRl | AgrerssE-
WET gl REfrEent aEwdE, €A
FTFF- T 7 |

EXPOSITION

§ 23. In the preceding section the Karikakara has endea-
voured to show and has finally established the separate
existence of the suggested sense. In the present karika he is
going to prove that it is the suggested sense alone that is
predominant in a poem.

FIST:.. .. AZTHT:—The prospective mahakavi should always.
select words with an eye to the nature of the suggested sense,
and should not rest satisfied with the combination of words.
that convey no other sense besides their convential meanings.
To him the suggested sense alone is the sense par excellence,
and those words alone matter that are capable of suggesting it.

G- SASAFIFAING . . . AETFATATH—Cp.
‘qeaT wgTEiT-Rramesimamty |
TRGAT=BEN qT wosiq Afear 11
— Dhyanyaloka, III. 37.
Kuntaka, even though he does not concur with the Dhvani-
kara in positing the suggested sense as anything different in
nature from the expressed sense, is keen enough to note the
difference in vocabulary and import of a truly great poem

from those in ordinary use. We quote here the following
extract from his Vakroktijivita though somewhat long, for the
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convenience of readers and we hope it will serve as a
commentary on the present Karikd :—

“gezt faafaards-amaaisay ageafy
aY: TEIATGIRTT -ETEFRGE: 117 .
—q e FHEA  AEIAAAT-GHCTAAAF: | FIGE ! —.
frafgadsaras: | fqafaal @isar aagfosaisdamsaET:,
qed%: $9% TT NIF: | H99 7 a4 gqeafg | qRy ag-
AR FFSATT rAAIAG | AT F QAT FEGAAIAY
qisdegen faRefaardt s grgraraEal T Tagey |
7T —
HEHTS-3 e -5 - TeT-TETR
TATIA AFUAFL AISTHEAT: |
for ateg waa fafgat @
- arEn-wgifasT gEeaEsiy
—d GA-GHAFNGHT AT TITRRIT | Fregaafa -
framaifagEgdify sFfedgdTd T -
gaaEefr | 7 Aag 9%g yFT——7: FixEq faRw qumm-
wiear faad & ad: qrarasfy asvaaafy | aeaq—arfs-
FI-AEAT  FISTTO-ATTIT | ATA-TRIATAHAL
wgaa<q 117 . . afa-fafaa-fadufram-amans aresa-
sy ; ey Sfaamat aqFeifretaad datag afe=
efcegTa: el Sea-geTE-agfanT  FafagaEsor @
warssiEa-Tan gway faaan-fagads afrdaaroading-
qea: aqifga-fra-afreET-araafeara afwsar-
FAGA-TAIFI @I 1
“HATT FTSTSAM: FITW: ? FA I: GEIATHIRHI-
EEIE-GRAT | WEIAT, Hreard-fHE g RATe i
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JEIA TALTRA AT T ea<: | qdagad waAfq—
Tafy qerder arATaT-ad-ulaged aewafa amfy aarfags
R TETRE: GATEATAA F: GEIT-ZIATHIEAENY &R | T
¥ GATGIT-AH GrEITead I F1f98q TEWa-AgHr -
afvaaTgERg a1 saffamEEafy 1., .. 991 I —aqEeE-
TeoafamETd’—aT BsEr qiEtanfERi e
FEed qeAFETRiEmer fraafafie-agfreraraar-anfer:
WF: WHAAAAT T TET FIIEATAF- AAYA-T-AA-
fragaaerasemiters:  srrgafiaiargaar  qgIa-
FEATEEETY FACEAAT: 1. . qRefas Fafaaira gagretal-
FANATRA | A7 FmAarEian gqarnaan gqe, T
T¥IaAT: |7 —Op. cit., 1.9 and vruti thereon. It is the inferior
poets and literary quacks alone that are absolutely regardiess
of the choice of words and their imports. As it has been
very admirably put in the following arya, cited by Namisadhu,
the commentator on Rudrata’s Kavyzlarikara ,—
“aorfed ISR T FAAE WA T ASEA |
Wawcaargloar dmmaaa: gFaasa 0’
—O0p. cit.,, p. 76. (N.S.P. Edu.)
Thus, by orienting the poet’s attention towards the sugges-
ted sense and words that are chiefly capable for that emd,
Asmandavardhana implicitly states the predominance of sugges-
tiom in a poetic composition. As Abhinavagupta observes :—
“gd  srgreasaE-waeify  wereaasafafe saafa
s sqaafafa aaagrasfaa® T 1 —Locana, pp. 98-99.
TEXT

§1 T I STEI: AFAsly 93 qsa-
AIFET TUYIEE TR THAT G —
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WA a9 o-fari a@ane F@ )
qFUETAT AFAZH AT ALET: Ny

T f suewet a=ly fofFamt @ a9
qafe aggmaar afy FefaawioEs: geEfa
qEa3 SAgMd SATEdl W AAST g, vafa
s afaEss s5agmd” afy sqary efo T

EXPOSITION.

§24. Now, it might be contended that 1t isthe expressed
sense that is sought to be conveyed first by the poet and it is
the denotative ( FTH%F ) words that he uses, and from this
precedence of the JT=YTY and preference of FTAF We
should rather infer the prominence of the expressed sense
than that of the suggested sense. The present kariké is
intended as an answer to this possible objection.

Though it is the expressed sense which is intended to be
conveyed first by the poet, yet that, by no means, establishes
its predominance. Sc is it with the denotative words ( qT9%-
[T ). The final aim of the poet is to convey the suggested
sense. That is the end in view. And to that end he is bound’
by necessity to use denotative words and convey the primary
. expressed sense—which constitute the means. Or in other
words, the T9% words and the JTSY sense are the IqA’s,
while the STgT sense is the I4¥. And it is fallacious to.
argue from the precedence of the ITA ( means ), its predo-
minance over the SUY (end ). As the maxim runs :—

‘IR T FATEITIATAT STHEA |

Surait g 9 @ arazawatassy n”
Abhinavagupta thus puts ‘thc case :—
AT AT TATHAT] AToA-ATAH-TRIGEdT T
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freamargr SomAdE  wwgeEE  owaftn o s@fiIEw
foregtsd srar aned {gfifa asfafa \"—Locana., p. 9.
This is explained further by means of an illustration in the
first half of the Karika. Thus one, who is eager to have a sight
-of the beautiful face of his beloved ( ATHFAATS & | afar-
amrfa:afaﬁa’raﬁrq , as Locana explains ) in the dark,
must have to light a taper first, but on that account, the taper
cannot claim superiority to the end in view for which it
was intended. Compare :—“3¥ fg qﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ'q’%’ = a¥9)-

sastAwAfy 3fa gFd FIgq | A EHTELIETATI AT
gerfeeqRatasila | steqar gyRaeegast fMfHaads s
aq wa wzifera wiafaetay  Sewfe ' —vyakriviveka,
Chap. I, pp. 15-17 (Chowkhamba Edn. ).

FqT NaTIEFeq. ... affq:—Thus in the present Karikz,
it is shown that from the point of view of the poet, it is the
g7 sense that is predominant and the expressed semse is
invariably subordinate to it.

qRTEA: in the Kariki is to be explained as TR (TGS
WET: (W@ ). Cf “Hqugar  ancafdar-3eawT

(L. 385)—'F] -FHO: F: (rga: ) 2y efteeamit | qu
= s—%f e qewmATEIg: (Ragh. 1L 5) ¢’

TEXT

§u 1 sty & gnifagans—
JUT qEAFRW JFT1 : eI |

e gidF age afqeq aeT 385G 1o

797 f§ 931 R SIS TS - SA-
it &1 =% weaTy o sfaaf: 1)
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EXPOSITION

§25. From the standpoint of the qgaa's, too, it is the
suggested sense that is prominent and superior to the expressed
sense, even though it is the latter that is cogniszd first. For,
just as without first knowing the meanings of particular terms
the import of a whole sentence cannot be grasped, so also
without first knowing the primary sense of a sentence the
suggested sense cannot be cognised. Abhinavagupta adds that
though there is, thus, a sequence ( 5H ) between the cognitions
of the Tr=7TT and Eﬂgﬂﬁ , yet that sequence is not perceived
by those whose intellectual and aesthetic faculties are too
keen, in the same way as the sequence between the cognition
of the meanings of the particular words on the one hand and
the final cognition of the import of the whole proposition on
the other is not noticed by one who is well accustomed with

the nature of propositions and judgments. As Abhinavagupta
notes ;—

‘ST TOIFT FTAILEA AT T AT T TEHAT T
F: | JAISEAR-TEEITAT AV A Wafq qeq qard-aard-
F0: | HS-ATCT-ALIA-WAET J AF-Iq-FASET TAT
SRsereaATaATT-epefaacgaw st afdaq o’
—Locana, p. 100.

o ‘ TEXT
g1 TR AT AT @ A s Aava-
S ITETTY ¥ AT 97 T ATV, q91 g afa—
FT-TARTASAT AFAY GfAngET |
a1 sarE-fasgs) aErf A EaeER ueeh

T, Var. lec. 9ggw=fy N.S, P, Edn.
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2 . N
YT WAWSTIANT  qEAM . SRl e
Sqmqrefrget @ g fovsraar

a3 \IAAr Hisqf AT AGEEAA |
97 ag-Z el wiEATEaEd (1)

EXPOSITION
§26. Now it might be argued that since the FTITH
is cognised first by the ag‘q’zr’s, it should be ranked superior
to SqGAT 9. This contention is refuted in the present section.

The kirikas §11-12 must be construed together as they are
syntactically interdependent.

The following is the process how we gather the import
of a sentence. It is the meanings of individual words un~
related with one another which we first cognise on the basis
of the relation called ¥4, and when the individual meanings
have been conveyed by the respective terms, it is the function
known as E[T{-[Crlf which is tripartite in nature, embodying as
it does WI‘HF%T, TRGAT and HATHIS &T, that brings into relation
the mutually unrelated concepts and the resultis the relational
thought-unit better known as a Judgment in Western Logic
‘Compare :—

“qavy: gfqeeeaTaRat:  arETs ar-afmiy-aiaaadT
qeeqea e | aRaEEaar a9 afafgar o
FE AT § AT GEAEAT AT | 7T O qgedd giea-
gamgme’ gfq atfe  geaew:, aRa@EmTa L. . qETE-
Prfgarar gerafaraaa: s grw 1 aggaq—azrfa fg
@ wawafaara fgweamaraadaagt savar aEmy
grqregf<a’ gfq 11”’—Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayc-matjari, Vol.L.
p. 365 ( Chowkhamba Edn. ).
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This is known as stfqfgareaa-q1g—a theory advanced
by Kumarila Bhatta and h's followers as an explanation
of the mode in which our relational thoughts (FE i1 {g-ATT)
arise from propositions. ZAnandavardhana seems to have
adopted this view of the Bhatta school inasmuch as he states
explicitly that the meanings of individual words are first cog-
nised. The rival theory of the followers of the Prabhakara
school is known as sffraarfiyamare.

TF-qTHe .. .. fITeqd—When  the resultant Judgmental
Cognition ( viz. arrqzrrzf-a'\m ) has been arrived at through the
cognition of particular concepts ( 919 ) mutually brought inte
relation by virtue of their inherent capacity known as qarq qq-
srrsfsr, consisting of three constituent elements, viz. SATHT &T,
AT and gfeqfir, we are not separately aware of the
individual concepts any more as they are completely merged
in the final judgmental cognition.

TEAGAA—STHE AT-ARFar-giqea:’' —Locana.  The

word ¥ refers to q&TH: which is the faRisq ( T8I ) in the
Karika.

qed . - . A TATTI— Similar is the case with the E?Iﬁ-'ﬂﬁ'
too. For, though the §ZET’s cognise the qUeqTy first and.
then the suggested sense, yet un-satiated as they are by a
mere .cognition of the expressed sense ( FTSATY ), their keen
intellect, capable of probing into the every essence of things,
lights, in quick succession, upon the suggested semse, which
constitutes the very quintessence of poetic art, and is not further
aware of the separate existence of the expressed sense. Thus,
from the viewpoint of H’E“f{q"s also the suggested sense is.
all-important and the priority in the cognition of the expressed:
sense is no ground for 5ttaching to it any superiority.
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Now, it might be contended that this statement of the
Dhvanikiara is inconsistent with what he says in the Third
-Uddyota of the Dhvanyiloka. There it is stated that the
relation that subsists between the cognition of the expressed
sense and that of the suggested sense is identical with what
is found in the case of the jar and the lamp (HZ-9ZIT
<19 ), and not one holding good as between the cognition
of particular concepts and that of the final judgment ( qarg-
EITEFZTT?J‘IE-?ZTTH). But, in the present Karika, the qET- TSI
is cited to illustrate the relation between the FT<4TS and the
EITQ%‘JT?JF, and not the F=-Y3Iq-+4T¥. So the contradiction is
-quite cvident. To this Abhinavagupta replies by observing that
it is not the intention of the Dhvanikira in citing the Jary-
ITFII-FATT to rule out completely the cognition of the
FreqT at the time of the final cognition of the suggested
sense, as is the case with qaTY and FTFYTS. What is sought to
be conveyed thereby is that the cognition of the expressed sense
is not completely sublated during that of the suggested sense,
just in the same way as the flame of the lamp does not cease
%0 be known even when the cognition of the jar arises :—

“ary fawaaaar 7 W, T g I0 FIIATIHI: §
A Q@ qAARAY TEAANT-TEFA-AR]  AFATAfaFrasia
areg-natfad fawed 3fy ag awafs A= agxw gy A
Qe \"—op. cit, p. 102.

It may be asked, however, that if S]'E—S[é’fq—acsarﬂ is the
proper illustration that clearly explains the nature of the relation
as subsisting between the cognitions of FT=ATT and a‘qﬁ:ﬂﬁ',
what . might have - been the motive of the Dhvanikara for
referring to the GRTE-ATEFTT~TTF & an_‘ illustration in the
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Present karikz ? To this the Writikira gives the following
answer in the Third Uddyota of the Dhvanyiloka :—

“T T qETI-FIEATE AT ATSA-SAAn | Aq: qae-
sifgwaafs sfkeg fagfgukaag 4 swaa-
AT ATRTAY FATFN T -1 AT -G IR TR T IS -
TgeR: | fg g fered qgarss et 9 qae-
AT AFF qad AT TN qE-qediat 97 qar fragaaa-
g ard-afg ¥ gdwaq | 7 A arr-sTgrarata: |
g agr QAN arers fee el amqraTETtaA-
VAT TEF AFTAATT | GEATE TE-gLNqeamgeaar: | a9 fE
ST-FRT TZIAAT ITTAAT T TAISwT ey qwq
STEI-SAaT FreaTaaTE:t | aq gANlEsy—aqT  qad-
ERI~ A, AgIrAEuTA  Ared- fagarar 1" —
Dhvanyiloka, pp. 419-21.

 TEXT ‘

Rel @ FErafRfrn awrEdE aww

99T 5Fa SUTSIEARE -

T [ERN A AR GrETHA-aE |
q% % wea-fag: | wfakfy effa:
| HI: 11230

. 1:Compare ‘FTA-3/e3-dYqT: FA: THTAT: TI-TC-IFHTET:'—cited by
Mahimabhatta in his' Vyaktiviveka. Also—
“E-ATArRY: fadsT s A |
7t fAII™E F faRAIST FIE W——quoted by
Vi§vanatha in his Sahityadarpana and attributed by him to
Dharmakirtti,
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T AR TR A R A
a geafrmt Sfafifa ) sma aeraEsawaina
syTfrsatsgarentzeay foae v A vy st afiTmn

EXPOSITION
§27. Having thus established the separate existence of the
suggested sense in the foregoing sections, the Dhvanikara,
in the present karikaz, furnishes a definition of dhvani-kavya,
where the suggested sense alone is predominant.

qATH: TSl AT ... FfaqT:—A species of poetry wherein
2 word suggests a meaning by making its (primary) meaning
subordipate to the former, or the primary meaning subordinates
rself to the meaning suggested by it, has been called Dhvani
by scholars.”

Abhinavagupta explains the expression IIH S AIFI-TIH
thus : —

“EF-FEE ATCHATHY | EARATAR @l | gt quigat
AFH | AAEEET | JAET IONFACAT,  FART qUFAT-
fq99: \"—O0p. cit., p. 103. Thus in the Hfyaferq—arsa
eategory of suggestion based upon FUT or Indication, it is
the words ( 3753 ) that principally give rise to the cognitiom
of the suggested sense, while in. the fasferaraaaTsy variety
of suggestion it is the expressed sense (amS ) that is mainly
suggestive. In determining whether 2[e% or 3 is the main
factor we have to resort to the Joint Method of Agreement and

Difference or =qq-sqfqia. Thus if the suggested sense is
absent when a particular word is altered, it becomes evident
that it was caused by that word and itisa case of Wﬁaﬁa‘-
tgfq. So also with 3{%f. Thus Mammata lays down the very
convenient maxim : ‘5§ TNT-[UTSFINT AT -TTAQT A¥
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fawrn: Sisaa-safalsrraiarafacsd’—Kavyaprakisa.  IX,
which must be extended in the case of Dhvani and Gunibhwita-
vyargya as well.

Now, an objection has been raised by Bhattanayaka that
if 5T and AT be severally and independently taken to be
suggestive ( as it seems to be hinted at by the disjunctive
particle ‘vz in the above karikz ), we should expect sgafa
instead of & Fi.. To this Abhinavagupta answers by saying
that in the case of ZTSEY sg=NAT, HY is not at all insigni-
ficant, for had it been so, a word, of which the primary
meaning is not known, might have suggested anything and
everything. So 3 too has its share in the case of FITEET
ST, though it is the verbal factor that is predominant
there. Similarly, in the case of THT YSHAT, T toe
has its réle to play, though a subordinate one. Thus,
the Dhvanikdra by using the dual form Y 5q: hints that
ss and Y conjointly are requisites in every case of
suggestion, whether it be =AY or aMeff—a designation
that is based upon a consideration of prominence of either
of these two elements, which again has to be determined by
a process of FFaP-sqfqF, as has been pointed out already.
As Abhinavagupta observes :—

“eqe a7 5fq fraaaneg—agfaafag-ars g o
eSS Ay sgealy agwriar 7 geufy, sFagr -
sy qsaeageasaE: wiq | faafqararasd 9 aswrty
qErIlcd waad, fafrewsafrggaar faar qenden

1 Cf. ‘afafaagea-agamara], § Asamrewa fqudd o
gamE faw s wE-—Vaidyanatha's Prabkd on Govinda
Thakkura’s Pradipa under Kavyaprakas'a, II1. 3 (N.S.P. Edn.).
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sgsawciafa gdT s ANEAN AT g9+ =TT AT
a7 wzaraEd frasd gfad qg wofadifesda 1 ‘o gsay
ar—zfa faweurfirad g Starafasnaer 17 —Locana, p. 104.
Vide also Kavyaprakas'a, 11. 15 ; III. 3.1

g, ... 2fxa H— Thus this definition serves to differentiate
the field of dhvani from that of the figures of speech like
a‘i‘qra‘, ITHT etc. that merely adorn the words and senses
and as such are subordinate to them, while in & dhvani-kdvya
it is the suggested sense that is predominant. So it isnot
possible to include Dhvani within the purview of the prevalent
alamkiras. That the figures of speech become significant only
when they are made subordinate to z[s¥ and 319 that constitute
the body of poetry has been admirably stated by Pratiharen-
duraja in his commentary on Ubhata’s Kavyalarhkara-sgrasati-

graha—""AFHIE TF FSFA-GLG=AqT fawqr  Frammoy
¥ss taed  faefoa wafq | wawaft safras qeqme-
FCAT], GHETHEAT-FFICTRgElaewRag | @@
IAEFITRIATGAET ASFILATRATIAT Flegq-qxavaqar fagay

T Mahimabhatta, however, does not regard this defence
of Abhinavagupta satisfactory and upholds Bhattandyaka's
eriticism : “or7 Hfag fagemfaAY feasm-gadar-aaenfie-faaaar
ArerErEFA -G - R R FFowd e -
Tty sgowwal  aFasaar Al safreRfaafiaar-
frafaamaaErasE T gfa gl s=eg-agear,
ARANT AR TARAQAELTHRET FETreaar safr-feat segwafy
#q g asqet ‘sF gfv fraa-fada, sermdema— T
Fea) 3f fawe gf s ‘e A afe feawaacag. .. Ty
3 famefira™ g SR 2f qaTg:, @] Wif<we 9
FxataeRaeg-faa —Vyaktiviveka,, pp. 9o-91.
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T8 «a 1|"—O0p. cit., p. 2. ( Bombay Sanskrit Series Edn. )
What more, the alarmkaras are solely dependent on 159 and
AT9F and as such on (fWYT, while the £gfq is conveyed
through the power of suggestion, and as such they are
mutually exclusive. As Abhinavagupta observes :—

“OBFTAT TISF-ATHFH-ATT-ATET , AT A qa-
AFIBAZIT-G-GIEA AT Asq7aNia: | —Locana,
p. 106.

TEXT

el zrgwgm—fqﬁﬁ-mmﬁsﬁﬁm P FETE-
A (Tt fa, IgorgTan ) a6t eR-EanT @ daet

T afag;, =50 g WETMM g W 9eEg- s e
FEAqsad)  qarsrfEAaEey gsifram: |

EXPOSITION

§28. agegFqq—afgg-seamrfaxfamr.... . aedrfe—
The Dhvanikara here refers to the second sub-variety of the
thesis of the Abhavavidins (Negativists), who deny the separate
existence of the element of Dhvani on the ground that the
definition of Dhvani-kdvya does not accord with the time-
honoured and accepted definitions of k@vya as furnished by
the teachers belonging to such well-known schools of Poetics
(IfQg-S¥A1T) as the dlarkara, Riti, Vytti, and Guna, and
as such a Dhvani-kavya is nothing but a figment of imagination
on the part of the Dhvani-theorists alone, and has no
correspondence in 'the actual field of poetic art. Vide
notes on Sec. 4.

To this Anandavardhana rejoins : TTIYFIT . . . -
TR TsqTH:—Dhvani is not mérely a chimera residing in the
brains of the the than_i-theorists who endeavour to furnish
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a suitable definition of it (F&WFATH ), having no actual
counterpart in literary compositions, but, if a thorough and
minute investigation is made of all the great poetic products
of acknowledged repute (like the Ramayapa, the Mahibharata
etc.) it will be found that the suggestion ('aa'ﬁr) pervades them
all entering therein either as a principal element, when it is
called €97, or as a subordinate factor, when it is known as
ﬁ"ﬁ'ﬁﬂwﬁif. But no poetic art worth the name can afford
to go without this essential element ( HTEIJTH ) which alone
causes the delight of true connoisseurs of poetry \HEIT-FadT-
‘gre—q;rft). Any literary composition, that is not touched by
this essential element of suggestion, however abounding in
other poetic devices like AFFIT, i’[f‘a, a!F?r etc. it might be,
can never be truly regarded as a specimen of poetic art, but
can be looked upon as a specimen of literary craftsmanship
which can at best cause our admiration and wonder.
Anandavardhana terms it as faaFTeq (a7 and qrsafay)
in the Third Uddyota of the Dhvanyiloka :—

‘TITA-TO-WTATHT A GIEdd sqafead 1
SN FTeA qIsFAY 7] afeam i 1’—
Dhvanyzloka, II1. 41
So also \—

“gararfefava-faaer-fa<g afg

egre-faar 4 @ fa-fawat @@

warfay faaem g @nq aaedadr a8

qET ATEAT T HTeE TAAAT A AL ) —
Cited in the Vrtti on Dh. IM. 44

As regards the existence of €Ifq as a well-established and
essential element of poetry in réputed poetic compositions of
highest merit even before the advent of the Dhvani-theorists
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vide Anandavardhana’s observations on the suggestiveness of
the Ramdydana and the Mahabharata in Dhvanydloka, IV. 5 and
Vrtti thereon,

TEXT

§ Q| AT FAATEAA T AET -
FHR-ERY, wmnr—3fi, sgwaisiag a=-
FraraE el s aF-sags-aueR [agfeas
W, RN | g TNR-SRE-aal & oawng
yar, 9 qfgeq wafe sfoefrsammg ke
SFBFIA—

‘ISR E- G- TR ==
TG -A(IF-AEH-FE=qrfaan Fa: |

EXPOSITION

§ 29. The Vrttikara here refers to the third sub-conten-
tion of the a]‘?fl'ré]‘-a]'f“q’?[ ’s, who try to comprehend £fq under
the different FHTTs (Vide §5). ‘

ATST-FTHF - -0« o oo e HAAAHA:—The  HSHTTs like
I and TUHT etc. that enhance thc beauty of Z[sg and
AT respectively are entirely dependent on the latter and as
such subordinate to them, as has been amply shown in the
foregoing sections. But the dhvani has nothing to do with
denotation and can be communicated solely through gSSHT
or Suggestion as will be shown later. So how can the latter
be equated with or subsumed under the former, i.e. SBHITs
based upon denotation ?

FT-ATHH-ATRCT 2 eeene sfaaizfasaaToarg—Wwhat
more, in a tq{qHTE the IWHTTslike HTATT and ITAT
are always subservient to the suggested sense, which is the

6
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soul (IFg®T) of poetry. And it is not sanc to identify
TF with BTfﬁﬂ'\, the soul with the ornaments belonging to
the body. For, though the SISHITs seem prima facie to
adorn the limbs, in the last analysis it is the soul that is truly
adorned. As Abhinavagupta observes in his gloss on the
Vrtti on Dhvanydloka, 11. 5 :—

“gagad  wafa—saman gafr a=Asdisety 0, qanfe
qEr qRAEHEW Ag Agnaitasasaa-gmeatawy  <f
TN eqATH ATOFE: | Fep-wgaiafafy fooadz-
gratfafieyas sy aufsaagfa-fEdifra-gaara-
qurseig ad | amifg—ai9ad  TeawaA] guewRNanfq 1
wifw, awgEeTTErg 1 afe-ad] sesfe-gad greanag
wafq, segaeamitaan | fy gt feEagdifaan

sfa azga enctaEETa:, dgweTd walAEE 1" —Locana,
pp. 197-98.

Compare Ekdvali : TG 7 G STATANG: | ATqS-
FRY | FregAE-fasrRy, owmifey  afamg ...
FamawiafiaE @ dnved.) WidEW e g
TAMGFICA-TGEAT i@ | F 3 sqfaq ue-
FAAT 7 A=Ay Twa-ggeaTg  fq ag  wafgo-
arfq qafy grfama | saedeareaan,  Srea gl
. fafgagameam ) ©d Grfywenf  sadose

qrEaq FI?!ITFG'GEE \'—Op. cit., pp. 29-31. Riiyyaka, too, in his.
Alamkadra-sarvasva observes :—

“IEAEYT QF SAgI-Al Sfaqcad quged: « a8
TUEFRFA-ATAG-ATATSI | LRI SATIAHT AT
FREAT AAT | ASHTANIEHTRG GEAT A
ST GQ'W&EE!'TE[ \”—on whiéhA Jayaratha comments {—



UDDYOTA I 83

qqart & caemfgat gut;—genfs-Aier awniy aaw-
A AGFIAUAfT ‘SrEgdfa § gag— ARt
ARG -SAMTFITIT-ZIW TGIEFREFATT | TSR
T WIEeT AGH AAqSFAqT TEAAT TTAT TSHILAT_ |
ARFTI-TGIA-ATTTET] T | HGRAT TG o AGAT
ABFEET  INSHG | qF T T qA THESAFAA-
<fgae X ST gredwt gf eErEEsar—sen -
drer g AT-fraegaean  sfaa-a frae-atagfacar-
agt Wuwewwad | gafasdda = fEre-sreasie-
TFREASFIANT freafasay | o1d o SIS ISHHI-
fraafreergssqy | @ = sdwEl gafy aeEa@aTs-
weaw  fafageaatfy & faar sreamcacamnag qeaEd
T qTewed Y 1°—O0p. cit., p. 11.

. HFWQFHEWTWEETQ—‘T o be shown later’, referring to
Dhvanyadloka, 11. 4 et Seq. qF{ﬂ?T-iGS\TEF——a verse that supple-
ments the arguments embodied in the kdrikd proper. As
Abhinavagupta explains —afmad e sfasEan
Fg WiF: HCIGF:"—Locana, p. 107.

TEXT

§$30 | WY T TANHRET S AT € Am
qr ¥ mﬁw. SER SRS AR R SEI GG 21
s R At e e
g% ATt afeEenl s atifiag—
wraeEE e I s v, e
ey g3} 71 av i et @ affidn dg s
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TET: ¢ ST & wafos | 7 Saq aurEwT
faeafe
EXPOSITION

$ 30. Now, the opponents might argue that the
element of €3f¥ is no innovation on the part of the Dhvani~
theorists, for though Bhamaha, Udbhata and other ancients
did not mention ¥afd or UTSAGT totidem verbis, that is
no proof as to their ignorance of it. For they have indirectly
comprehended them under such figures of speech as auTaifE,
arery, faiaifea, qatares, swg fi, 9%, dFTete. in
each of which there is an apprehension of suggested sense
(S HETS ). Compare :—

gz fg arag WA GRS IR
gfmarand aEdaEREasTERTd-fatta TR )
TG — AT FTSTe AT 1T TR TR T - S ToTe T A AT -
YISHAFATEY  FEgATA TEGAT qreaaesTeFad  &o-fagd
gt g er-aany sf s ffawar e sfa-
qrfed &1 T g MrEATSET fEda: | sIR-AaFag fo-
FETANRTAIEY STHIIE FTA AreAIEFILHAT TR | AN G
WANT TAAET ST WIS aTgal g @araEte-

Freqaggeaa T | afeed Frfaawfy sdaaEwessraar
ToTfaadq \"—Riyyaka’s Alarmkdra-sarvasva, pp. 3-6. Jagan-
nétha, teo, in his Rasagangddhara observes :—

“eg g areay—safAsraq  arEAwmggETafaa
- gl safa-ToaergnieaEaT 7 5gaar wdara-
§q qedraredt @ eAPmA—gafwEn el
AT | AT T - TR R A R T - e vt
Poreiisfiy efrepeargprared < frrefirrn: | aaees qdisfy
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SqFITTEa:  qaiaEagEr  fafaea: it afg spwafagisad
TSATCATZIG THT | sqqrfag=s: 9% Sq9gy 9 §a: |
T WAAISTEIRIA WAy | sraTeaATg swEat i safre-
FRE qaimEaer gEl s9aR fifrmem sfog
fasrrazg 1’ —0p. cir., pp. 554-55 ( NSP. Edn.)

It is worth while to quote the following extract from
Pratiharendurdja’s commentary on Udbhata’s work, as it fully
elucidates the position of the followers of Udbhata’s school

vis-u-vis Anandavardhana’s tenet ‘—

“qY 97 FTed YEIA-FIATGICA:  NATTAET  €9-15%-
STTTATETTAT TAAAT FEIE] HAEq HZAET qaTaaT-
aifwenfaagy:  srEastfaqaas:  sfkeq  agadsfaate
ASARANIRAT wleagaistulza:, @ Fewfrg  Fafise: |
A | QAT ASHREEIAA | TATG— TR
qEgAeifasd  qeR  IEIHITAGHFI-ENENET | (2) ax
LA qraq AT | qqr— Tty | o fg vgag-
AT AT FFITATAATAT ABIHFT o AT AT
Fefer  apRfasoreann  Gestisiay « |t S
FEMAAT  FIROAAROTEATAET  qeifag-a s
vgrBeeae FIX0 MEFIed w1ty e, wfe
g acgatred Feqafd | wdlsy AcgETAEIATITE eE-

r Compare : “T¥ @¥ JroA-(qaeTgaFeaaTaiaL  TAEC
FEMAAN AR T qaiE-Aaaqr g a-sa e egay aar-
sRUfSTRERT  ageafaiEafauaraniga | a7 g sfaEtad
aredsatacEr TAfreaaTITgaTEar | R i R -
@ gawd  faafuafqetfas-ssaa: odsafet e
safaR saICraeifqat=ar ' —Pratiharendurdja’s Laghuvrtti  on
Udbhata’s Kdvydlan’gkdm-Sdm-Sarhgmha,' p- OI.
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STATEGSEET FATATAAT I AGUATT T FEATA €37
ARTITAET  ATSq-ATTFEATICFAATAACANIGEATT. qataT-
FGFTCHEfiET | AgF— TATAR AT — AT |
“qq qATAIEIRrEIT AR FSARFAT qTaw1H
geg afqfay | gs9g TAIAE TAAATE FSFETAT IITG
IR T @OFN-HOAT | AT F qEAOFCEIGR: ?
ST — AR [OTAT WA AgcIRBFA! AIEAE WA |
g2 fg @1F sumden TATeASHEROFET Wear gfq 1 aqrsAnfy
TAAAITER FAMT TATRA SO AT=T-H 13- FATETE
goEegaary 9 fawad) af® ar wawag-argdg-ataaar
AT ATAISATFIT TIAGAT TEX LT 74T [UTHIETT
HSHFILAT | QAAICAY Tq@ad AT 1. . . . (R) ASHII0T
g 7afg.-  ‘sevr-sifa-afgfer-art  sdaarTesar,
qaifr  FAdETeENY  gEeRy. agyam  wfysafy

AT AT 4eeennne. T 9 AYEHIET TAIAEEqEr
JAGBHFTLE  FACACAIUCTH  F@ TAAHATIIAT
sqFEqsEEra wiasafa ... (3) w@-wraaarng-

AAIAET F NSTAFAIAT]  SATGILH— IT Trar-Farada-
. ew@s awreggTeEs fayeea i
THAAAWAT | T F g4 (@AcAsqmMseFT  afqarfEay
<gagafia— seArlEdr 1. . .. a7fT Fransqar W-Arargr
TF-WTT-TETAE-TAATRT  FAGATRaAfg  qqnsd  qazq-
T Rea-gAIfEq-Sa@EHIAIM arsa: | Tanay  SUrTHay
wwifaggay | qoraysafy F  @UETe s wfgarfEa:
‘afxd 7 wgreAr-faanfaq] | aqew Wi fiesrsawas
FTATIRAT 11"—Op. cit., pp. 85-89.

To controvert this view pf thee ancient Alémkirikas like
®
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Bhimaha, Udbhata and others the Dhvanikdra has employed
the adjunct IqQSIHT-EITEY - True, that in the figures of
speech above noted there is the cognition of the suggcstéd
sense—viz.  FE, ASHI, T etc., but it is subordinate to
the expressed sense, and as such they cannot be regarded as
cases of Dhvani where the suggested sense alone is predomi-
nant. They can, however, be legitimately reckoned as instances
of Tﬁ“@ir\aaq‘g‘x Thus, it comes up to this that the ancient
theorists were inconsistent inasmuch as they confounded tgfa
which is always adorned (3]‘6565]‘5‘) with instruments af adorn-
ment ( ABHIX ) lke qaiala, THTEFT etc., though the
other type of poetry, viz. UIFTSAF, could be consis-
tently subsumed under them. As Jagannitha has noted—
‘sraraEBEE g cafresen gatngae gat e
f‘qf‘qqan{ gfagfar%rrtr:azq’. That alarkaras like AT,
?rqaﬁ, ®qF etc. though they are commonly classed as fax=TaY,

can as well be regarded as types of T\lg'trﬁ"aia-aq?,fx, has been

explicitly stated by Anandavardhana under Dhvanyaloka,
III. 36 :—

AY AEFIRY AIGRAMQT qA-ITSTR, JAT TIHT-
aat-geanfarfraiafey, ¥y waAm-aH-AERT ag
grgd aag annifamaate wadifa & qdsfy =arwartfaaa-
N aear eia-sagreda  favan | gETEiEanE-
TAAFAIRY, § TAAHRITEETAEaS IT9-s9aeT_. Jo-
ya-sagrar  fafdama: @3 7 pig-SagraEs-
Tori ArfEag seFERT-TaaTat | | a9r saerega:
SAVSTRIATAA | FUCSAISHIAOT  qREI-THarsfy
gwafq ggr  Qowgwar 1 g AIFIIART-THEA
afggw | SoATsfy warfag  Aaw-ssragaifaat . ger
qTAlqAT I agifg |l wwEEdAl  fedd Qo—genal



88 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

TFET ATF-SHAT FEAY | G SAGAIT-HEIT A =Are-
eI SIFRAISSFIR: §9 T TOTa-qGTe
AqTT: 11'—O0p. cit., pp. 470-472.

So Jagannitha is justified in criticising the views of some

of the scholiasts, who view fF=FET and iluﬁ'\ia‘_ang.
FTeT as mutually exclusive in their scopes :—

“qy AT MIASTGIT—  FATHATFII-
el faaracd AFTHILETd, a1 | aiaF-gHTEERgT-
fewemasredy  sreaTeATIR: | AW SE-SAFAAEEET-
ATART GATSHIIFH-JFATCAT " —Op. cit., p. 20.

We should note, however, that Mahimabhatta in his
Vyakti-viveka, criticises the classification of Kdvya into tgfq
and IOIN-2AFA, as adopted by the Dhvanikdra and
opines that there is mno real or essential difference between

the one and the other save one of degree, which cannot be
taken as a ground for classification :—

“fra wTeaey Tawd sqguRfagsTRa Afawar qews-
AT FEATET ARATIEH, AT FTA-TAARTH T FI-THE -
WT-geadEa #eaw i\ arEde sggafafeg o
gaATEAdT qAl  THNACAIE-FEN  TRTEAHFIT qa-
waEag | A g agfadeadat fafaawea fafraa: @
ug qefda: sfaoren wafq arx, sfesmgg g afrs-
SEAT qUS: | ATAATE-QERATT T AT faRFTEAl
FIoqE ATCARYARATY | JATIRT IJFqeqy WAy, A
qEF TSy faR: « 7 g aay: are-fadee-
fersafy gegarfasaady yqaamasd sy fadvss-
T (e q3E SFreAashy "agRardeeR uw sreaey
TMEILCATTTTH | - 8§ qfAs —adar s
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geagin: Feae @ gFIC, a9 TAGAAE-GERT 7
grrag afed  wrer-vgeaw  owfafy gidafEaa-
| 1/'—O0p. cit., pp. 136-141.1
TEXT

§39 | WATAH! qTAG—
IR @@ -as a9t 3t fangad |
w41 avwd fafrias aan gasfy wmz afed 7 sfaagn
—TRATEY T AT TSAT WA N, aurifia-
AR A ST A - RER T FrEEe |

EXPOSITION
§ 31. The definition of THTAIFHT is as follows :—
“gaTEET: gqd w1d-feg-fagat: |
SYARTR-AATNT: TEIASAE FegT: 1~
—Sahityadarpana, x. 56P-57%

Here the adjective qualifying Zrf31q7, viz. IETA,
can as well apply to a lover. Moreover, the words like
framaew,  fetearsq, fafadiqeq, @@ oare all
paronomastic (fi‘v‘:’i‘SE ). Hence the behaviour of a lover
(ﬂ'm' -qqgI< ) is conveyed through suggestion though not
expresssed. But the suggested sense is not prominent here.
It is the expressed sense, viz. the description of the moon in
the dusk of the evening, that is the final import. The moon

is presented to us with the behaviour of a lover super-imposed
on it. Abhinavagupta thus explains the above verse :—

T Compare—"FATAfAA-TeafaTafazWuTewEawqa %A |
JRAEET  CHEI: |.... TAT ARGH IIFAITE FA(E
s g Ia et ey gawe: 17

—Rasagangdadhara, p. 24,



90 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

“IAE T FreEdlselnaT Sq % d9) fHorewarEt
sAEy Fafawemes g adfy whirds ST =91
TErqaTATad afefragarsrd = | famrar @ 9t a5w1-
FFag Ay gafy whkiy geie saoda = B
g geuiga: fofags  FEaadisd quwes,
fafuzizs Ao aae-eagfaar) g W@
gremFaIET], Saeqes 2t | gushr qgei fefa o
7 | afed gared afad 71 T HRO-EAT g e,
QYT qT | T wiwd  wlrareedsat sft 7w,
fafrdafoaigaaa & ufmefafy @ @em, 7 g
g ar@iE | arfawee g qafy sgeed t.. .. =
ATAHA TLATFIAT FFAAIFA O ABIHET TS T |
qary srgr waastr 7 waTEw 1 garfy aEw-saagr
frarafaaEe  syg-foveed doatnsssrar ¥,
Jaey qreafgwidraae, w@fasaea: 1”—O0p. cit., pp. 109
110.

We should note that the masculine and feminine genders
of the two words iirf%TF[ and fearT respectively are the pre-condi-
tion for super-imposition of the behaviour of HTgH and
AT1TTFHT on each of them respectively, and aid suggestion in
conveying the 3{STIT semse. As Jagannitha observes :—

“qearq ‘FraE gvafy sfader, ey e Trafy sve-
WY AR AAAGAA ATAFT | 98 arg-sgareai qfy-

1 ‘Tfgase’ THAFAW:. Abhinavagupta splits up the ex-
pression FHTAGIATAFT-ATa%-sqagiAN: in the Vrti above as
follows in order to avoid qm‘rcr.-——“mﬁxw TIF AT FEEIC
T frgmat gardifea:, aifasmn o 9 ey 9 afafe |9
Ufra gy sarea Asdwsag:’— Locaua, p. III.
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TifEdT SFCTATAT ST g TAT F TATTAF T TATHETTAT |
wg§ 7 frar-afaaiatoea-fafs: Gos-fagad:, sasm-
sqqrRTIFATAaAR,  qA: SRONfEAT  fEer |
gfied  sASHI-AERARAIFI-TFETRIGAT  TEHd-
FrEmatsafisy | iEergeEEtafy g i
qEqT: 11”7 —Op. cit., p. 499.

fram-arfr i araaredcatg—The description of the moon
and the night is the chief import of the verse since it is
contextual or JTHTfuTa.

TEXT

s3=1 wansfy  sagr-feiwdfoisty s
TS AT A S RE-aeTiET R
qafi—as wegiores fomifuamssar sfavsen 4
qrey: @ ug  sygfpEvarfar ged srEEEil
TrRIgET et f ATt -
ToT—

AFTEA AT FAawEgIeat |
sEt Fanfa: wteg awfy 7 gaem o

v wenmay S-Sl AT SIAgeEy A

i qeta araea-faEan

1 Compare— M HIHA— TIA AAF-TATSHACKILST
FegEd! fre-<-Fafwdt-g arareariduy feqq: '~Kavyaprakaa,
Chap. V. ‘@ ®@F AEs-gurEl  da-Fufedgaraad, S
Y| g ! -l S-SR e aa At
Hraeatq’ ——Manikya-Candra’s Saritketa thereon, p. 156 (Mysore
Sans. Series Edn.)
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Bhamaha's Kavydlamkdra : 81T gfa— afawe g¥szeq a1
feiarfafqaar | agamonaatasa: @ setar fgar a0
—ara gAT— g @t afe 8w @orwEggET 9q:
gaRaEEarsan  FRggaaiaa § 0'—sfy  qegwETUE-
fawar fasarearssaia: | gageg saTragary Fod’ gearfaay
qq ALY SATHAT  AEIFASFS GG TIAH |
SaT-fawasg a9 qHA—
7 W 3 fFawe ur ofgawa qre sisear afa:
qare® qivqer ¥ @wafa: 1 99 T |
SICIGIEERIEEIEE GRS R i e AT
Ferga-sfaa-sara-afgar ant: grata:
—srx &g Jaw: aoa: gregeaneag fefafaa ow ofa
searar-fageammge:  Fafwmasenn  gfaasad) qx
FrETan Al AEqgeT-Yar-agd hea-aqFAE T
st et faag-fag a-fraraesaar aaqgiaarfce 1"—
Op. cit., pp. 111-112.

ISy, . . . HTAI—In the figure of speech ITEYT, too,
it is the expressed sense that is predominant even though
it gives rise to the knowledge of the suggested semse. And this
view gains support from the derivative meaning of the term
3r1§YT which is explained as ‘Siferafa sagafariny sfv sragy
and as such refers to the expressed sense.

m*ﬁgﬁﬁﬁ_’\q;& . qrTea g & T—-In determining which of
the two senses ( viz. expressed and suggested ) is principal and
which of them is subordinate, the sole criterion should be
& or beauty. In 3{'[&3[':1', it is the JT<Y sense that charms
us, for itis the mode of expression that is more attractive
than the suggested sense. And as the expressed sense excels
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the suggested sense in becauty of form, it is reasonably
held as superior to the latter.

We should note that Vamana’s definition of F18g differs
totally from that of Bhamaha Dandin and Udbhata. As he
says i— QOUTATEIGR I8N —Kavydlamkarasitra , 1v. 3.27.
(3) “Srarer e afage SouTATda: | geamTatdes
Adag-faaeanar | qAT—

qearsrEafe  qregaT 6 qEoRrgT
wredeg ad 3@t afz I fF aw AwrE: |
f a1 FraeFTart: fred: gad aamER

3T HTg; JAER-AEGRAAEAAIAT TE: |

®) A sfhafafaf gd: 1 ga—

e T TOEIATER AR FATAETEAATAL |

yaTETar aRegiarg ard Wt T
— o reg 3, g AEwiEE, @ AfamdeE g9
qrerfa weasy || —Vriti thereon.

The first variety of SIT&iT as explained by Vamana
corresponds to 9dIq of later writers, while the second variety
is identical with gumif#d of Bhamaha, Udbhata and others.
Anandavardhana cites the verse AT GFEaT—" - with
a view to illustrating. by a single verse both the figures of
speech, @HTANGET ( according to Bhimaha ) and SITE&T
(according to Vimana ). Whether it be regarded as
guraifsa or STy, the suggested sense here is *subordinate
to the expressed sense which is more charming. As Abhinava-
gupta observes —

| g, AIARIEET g G-
feagaad g7 ERAT FAERATATH: - TRATAFH1ET-
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g FIY qFA | qQuisty gATEifFqaieg, STearar,
fFaRameaF | EERASERy sags sy oAty g

T GEA-SARAST AR efia: 17— op. ct.,
p. 115.

TEXT

§331 N T AUWUELHAE T FRIAIGAAL

sataEft s iy T A sqedaegay
g5 ||

EXPOSITION

§ 33. Now it might be contended that granted that the
suggested sense is subordinate to the expressed sense in the
case of the figures of speech FHTHIFT and BTT&‘;' T as shown
above, why should they not be designated as TT"T?EEH?-.]-'I-
FT5q’s primarily rather than fHFEA’s ? To this the
Dhvanikira replies that the designation (3gqaal) goes
after the principal factor and not the subordinate one. And as
in the case of the above two figures of speech, it is the express~
ed sense that is more charming and on that account superior
to the suggested sense, the poems too are respectively named
after the figures of speech that embellish the expressed sense
and not after thesuggested sense. For, the maxim runs:
YIYTT aqqeqT wafeq. This he illustrates by referring to
the cases of &9 and Wﬁjﬂ- &9, according to Udbhata,
is based on similarity (319¥T ). .As he definesit :—

cgrfe-meatg-fasan:  SEFETEiE: |

A=A a7 gg drae fag: 11" —O0p. cir., 1. 14,

Riyyaka, also, follows Udbhata :——mﬁi G
Aoga || AEEET TAE AR LT F -
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TANGIAIAGRGNTET  TEqATT: W—  dlarikdrasarvasva,
pp. 71-72. The illustration given by Udbhata of this figure
of speech is as follows :
“FIX AAFTS: FIFT-FIA-F7: |
sarfaafirdat = f1.av-ga-gae: 17—

which has been explained by Pratiharendurdja as ;—

3T GEIOIRAT 9 FaFa-FgA-IATFAFeAT  fa<fzon-
JE-HIFHTET T IITAAISTIIGH: TITAIEH -
FEIATAT  FIT-FIA-S-AEIET  ArwRformTd-fssearg
fafeii-gedaqager 7 swERfnaEfagaang |
yamATaTANaEd | gar ganfanfuaat frau: ge-gas:
FagrT gar sera-ggararsie—gla 1°—O0p. cit., pp. 15-16.

Thus, though in every case of &Iq%F there is an apprehen-
sion of similarity in the background, still it is not styled IqHT,
since the knowledge of similarity is not so charming as (and is
consequently subordinate to) the mode of expressionin which
a single word, whether it be expressive of qualily ( To7) or
action ( P41 ), is construed with both the STHI(F and
T fUrF statements. As Abhinavagupta observes : o[
ZGAHIAT TG Similarly, 3TF _fd, too, is based on
aq¥y. Yet, itis mot designated as JI9HT, inasmuch as it
is the expressed negation that is more charming than the
-suggested similarity. Cf. ‘ﬁﬁl"fﬁ'\jﬁﬂ' iﬁﬁr’-—-Locana. Bhamaha
defines 97 T as :— ooy faviiscer  fefaaastaqioar”
(Op. cit., 1IL. 21) and illustrates it by—

“d fadfy e 9’ qERTAg: |
SAATFSAATNET F+79-qq9T sqfe: 1"’ —Ii. 22,

‘We ate to note, however, that Rudrata in his Kavyd-

laikedgra regards V9% as a variety of FEFT, and  not
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of YT+, and accordingly in his opinion there is no apprehens
sion of similarity in the case of EYqF. Compare ;—

“TACATSHI ATEATH IR T |

quray fagier a7 wafq g »

Freqatafy qoma Frad aeg-treTwad aq |

geergAfaade freraan ey i

T GRIFT-T=aa-snia-aarer-wra-qatar: |

fromgaT-gg-afa-afafa-afae: n..”

—Op. cit., VIL 9-11,

Bhamaha, in his definition of THT, too, does not
allude to the suggested similarity :—

“artfenearalayd frar Srosfasad
THede At aq oy frar 0”7
—Op. cit., ii. 25.

—and this might have led Udbhata in his commentary
called Bhdamaha-vivarapa to observe that a I need not
always be based on similarity, a view which Abhinavagupta
records in his Locana and refutes, though in his indepen-
dent Kavyalamkara-sara-sarngraha Udbhata  explicity lays
down similarity as the pre-condition of 2Yq®. Cf :—

“a faaogq—<vwe gaAqATEar Aredif agar-

FETr-ggs Frarfaaicaageaitn fra gafedd 7.

qR) st AR asTg AaseE

¥ Sraagaiasst arsadt agg: gaq |'—(@ms)
—3TfT IAATRSAAASTT ITATHIAET G |
afg sfasron AqarAOIANE: L qgqr E—ew =
TS T T TLINSTT TIHM: | S 59 -
Fafe wer Afafem n'—sf T 7wl gwm

7
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Hfased an a1 yradfnwaarat Fendfi f199 7@ me
TRNTEIZITIEAT 117—0p. cit., pp. 120-121. Riyyaka, in his
Alamkdra-sarvasva, does not regard HTSTEga  as a figure
based on AIqFF but on ST or sequence, and his view
might have been inspired by Udbhata’s statement in his lost
fagor to which Abhinavagupta refers in the passage quoted
just now. Riiyyaka’s definition of HATHR is ——“ﬁw
EEATAGTNALES ATTEHA || AT AT (-
atfig  dog-ETacTgAag a0 Fa9 1" —on  which
Jayaratha comments :—

“qq  AEq WreAdlqETARaT oae FA9 ¥y 6 7

FAANETE—ATERAAAUE | FIB-ERATT T ol SEad |
JET THFFIAR | A ATA ALAAET SRR [ |
TFeAlqRTEy ggaATEAET L 99 7 ST
aif| | FevemudAt qeafaaamg ) wg A &A9F-
qad 7 arn | Swwsifad g aq 1 W gAEg
SRR qaTa sfaaq ) sggeran g ffsere
FJreafidly Seo gFaE | OEeE Q9% OF WUFA A |
BEFRY § WeTR SwEa] safasad gk nv—
°VimarSini, pp. 141-42.

. Thus Abhinavagupta’s reflexions on Udbhata’s view are
not just, as ‘Hal §AAMA sﬁfaq—-—’ being an instance of

WIS is based on *IEaT and not on g+, as shown
above. Compare also Rasagangddhara :—

“gaagiend EAqaEAaFTHRATat HISTEAH | a°qT—
‘qTEATRA @ QT HlEr weI qroy Far— geanfe
ugsy MEMIOaREATTIERETT | aegaeg g raE-

¥7 AT ARG, WgE-gaEnTa ) g oEEdTEe
gfq a8 \"—O0p. cit., pp. 437-38 ; yide also p. 614.
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TEXT
§39 1 oigen-frfiraramafy fereat—

“srgarsr arEfiegT fgwmmsti |

wegaaT fy ofirw: dRie 97 ffreafy
—TAE STHRT TEAWEAN SR Ag
Faatfafafiar srfeama-frafafifa T smaram o

. EXPOSITION

§ 34. ViSesokti is a figure of speech based on causality

( FIT-HTIOTATT ). For an effect (mﬁ' ) to be produced
there must be some cause ( FIYW ) to account for it. But
in fagqIfsT the effect is described as absent even though
all the causal factors are apparently present., Thus there isan
apparent violation of the law of causality. But it is only
apparent. Forthough prima Jacie all the causal factors seem
to be present there, vet if we. examine carefully we would be
able to discover some factor, which might be expressed in
words or not as the case might be, to account for the
absence of the effect, and thus the law of causality here
remains inviolate. Now, if the special causal factor ( fafqw)
‘be expressed, the faRWIfdg is known as SFa-fafira,
"otherwise it is termed as ETT-Tﬁ’Ef-fF{fW in which case the
‘ﬁTﬁTﬁ‘ is conveyed ﬁhrough suggestion ( SYSSAT). As
Rﬁyyaka defines - it :—

“FRO-AAAT FAGArald Fuifh: « @ gwfr
FIROT frafd FrqqaEaaify SfEg | s gaue-
W AAE-TAGE | AT GeATG qag 7 St am( qr
wfouy fadaafwsas sy sgeasmr st | a1
&'farerr-—m fafaar amara-f:rﬁ?ﬁr T ATEFTT | f%ﬁfqr-
Fawacda g fsaw 1 —0p. cir., pp. 126-127.
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Thus, finally, faASI{&T is divided into three different
varieties—viz. Sag-fafasy, sifawa-fafaw and sraa-fa=a-
fafwsr. In the first swo varieties there is no apprehension of
suggested sense, and as such Anandavardhana here takes up the
third variety where the fqfH is suggested. As Abhinavagupta
comments [~

“qgT--g T SAfa Sl SYATIE: |

gRArsta @ a& ARAT T g a9 -
< sifaeea-fafaafa Trat sagren agra: | F-Tafaarar-
Al FEG-LTATINTAE TAIGAAIT TANG T SAGTATANES b
qqT-—
' Fq'T 5 sy aufaAr 4t o o1
THRISEAAT - qEd FgHEET

& THRGIATI A T RARGA— st faerar-
nqfy 1\'—O0p. cit., pp. 116-117.

arrg{'eﬁsf‘q'. .. .Fafrsafa— Here, the fafie that is suggested

is, according to Udbhata, the biting cold of a winter dawn.
'But this suggested sense has no beauty at all and as such
cannot claim any predominance over the expressed sense.
cf : “dagar eartawy faafedfa wage: 1 gafomg-
wE—q a7 FFasareea-freafafif’ 17— Locana. But some
scholiasts have tried to discover a much livelier form of
suggested sense in the above dryd as noted by Abhinavagupta
‘himself. But that, too, is not very attractive jm—

g ey fafue Ffeaq—gwar-aamy wEmeft
STATEAE T AIAE HENALET 6 AT —
=fy qafy fafed areadgaan ae@arcfaly:  sfaas,
afr g FANf o 7 Rifrsadtdesrishisrsa-
frfrtreraeTeag: | wwar § PR 1)
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TaRfasIaEaRly GTETORAT FASGIETI, T ATETT-
frmeor weey saafega sfq wsgsaq (" —O0p. cit., p. 117.

Rityyaka in his Alarikdra-sarvasa quotes this verse as an

instance of ﬂiﬁﬁ-ﬁﬁ?ﬂ faxifdg and adopts this second
view regarding the nature of the suggested sense. Compare :—

“L..cogEr STETTER: g ra-fafaetaTeraa 5 Ay
qqEafy gEmqudl  SEaareEeT-aunaETE  afee
fafas W' — 0p. cit., p. 127.

TEXT

§3v| wIrEEsfy af wurEE SRR WAl
AN AW AAEENE: | g S | G
gerfirmdn wffas 3 sfvoEfeaerEg @ o
AT IR AT M) AR
a5 Ige ArrATtE a0

EXPOSITION
§ 35. Udbhata defines qaTaIFT as :—
“quiated FEFAT THRIOTIAAAS |
qrea-aTa%- _faval EFETHREAT 1
—which has been explained by Pratiharendurdja as follows :—

CqrEFIAETIEET  €a-geaed  gfeaiail  drsaTe-
TE@ET | ATAE g AMARAEd  SAMRI ATsETE
qEvETs aT-ataf- A aa-AgeE, G AT | -
fraer M ATSH-ATIFAATGTRGATALAT THTLA LT -
A TCAATSATA-CTAEAA  JIITHT T TAA E-FIB1A-
fafsqafs @ralu QeI AITEARITAT] T TA TR

Tg| AT T FHARTAIT FEIENSE BRI 17 —0p. oit,
p. 55.
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Thus, in ggiqiFT  the expressed sense suggests another
sense. This suggested sense, however, though not conveyed in
words, is identical with the expressed sense, the only difference

being in the respective process of conveying each. As Riyyaka
states :(—

“reqentfy agreaRontaee  gafaiwE 0 avg aw
geganfaT qtaeay 1
{

It might be asked, however, that how can the self-same

thing be simultaneously suggested as well as expressed. To
this Riyyaka answers :—

“sEaEd ad: waatrartaf A, e sEREEaa
sifireraer wiarg | 7 fg aedg ada qaa fafeecar wad
qreaed = gwafa 1 s FEgEaRorfaeEg ) FERdy
T STEGAAT quATGeaTq W —0p. cit., p. 111.

The manner in which the 3TEX sense is cognised is
different from that in which it is expressed in words and this
constitutes the essence of qgTgYFA or Periphrasis. Thus, in
the verse ;—

“TPSITEIT A7aT AT FA-GAW-STET: |

qrag arfestiaen g=wAl geq dfe: n”
—~the conquest of heaven by Hayagriva is being suggested,
and at the same time it is expressed through the effects of that

conquest—viz, Hayagriva’s soldiers plucking with contempt
the twigs of Paruata so carefully reared up for the decoration

of Sach ’s locks, though not in so many words : “3F aﬂ‘fl’iﬁﬂ
Faqed  w@i-fasey afiiq: | swrEfaaa-sfaaEd T
Fremfer Fwmfadifa sdafy aoidanaf qEitaEn
ﬁ'ﬁm' ll”ﬁAIamkara-sarvasva p. 112,
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Mammata, too, states i—

i fug Faveershy fam-sifaEfsw®ar
ARTEANIE AT §I B 1I—

g GUEU-TA weAE-gE oA gf sagrafy
STI=AY | A gRAI=AY aed SAgAd | AT AFA T
9T S=T9 11" —This he illustrates by referring to a thing
which is simultanecusly the object of perception (S7T&T) and
of description. Thus, when we perceivea white cow, the
content of our preceptual knowledge is something indetermi-
nate, uncharacterised by any universal sfa),  quality (1),
or action (f:‘aﬁm) or nomenclature (T-ITII'F[) attached to it. But
when we seek fo describe the same individual cow through
the medium of language, we can do so only by superimpos-
ing on it all those charcteristics—aIT{a, 0T, FFIT and ATAT
which are merely ideal constructions (fa@eT) abstracted (fee)
and later on related together (HG:SES) through the analytic-cum-
synthetic function of our intellect. Thus, just as in the above
instance the same individual cow is simultaneously the object
of indeterminate perception and determinate verbal description,
Qo in the instances cited there can be no incongruity in the
same thing being expressed and suggested through different
modes. As Mammata notes :(—

«qq i gFe wwly g A gEeEediia AT |
a2 g a3 fawerafy | 7 g F4T g qATL AQuHEE-
dgeeaq g We-gavtvat fagerafa 17 —bid.

T Compare : “gg=a T AR T@RISAT: AT |
sFTIFST 4y ggIed: |I'—
—Tattvasarngraha-Panjika of Kamalasila. p. 228 (Gaekwad

Oriental Series Edn.) ‘“All reals are momentary point-
instants, exclusive oaf all similar or dissimilar entities and
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Thus, even the ancients like Bhamaha, Udbhata, too,
recognised in the figure of speech qITAIET a distinct appre-
hension of the suggested sense. So it might be argued that
the element of Dhvani is not anything apart from that figure
of speech and can easily be brought within the purview of the
same. This being the case, the claim of the Dhvani-theorists
that they have for the first time brought to light the element
of Dhvani is totally groundless, as it was long ago recog-
nised by the ancients who equated it with an S[FHTL.

To this the Vyttikdra answers by saying :—

qtatsty . . .. 2qqTaFa AT —We, the Dhvani theorists,
do not deny that in the figure of speech GFTHYFT there is
cognition of the suggested sense, but we cannot agree with the
ancient Alamkarikas like Bhimaha, Udbhata, etc., who
would bring within its scope all forms of Dhvani, For, the
suggested sense, in this figure, is not always predominant.
But if in any case, the suggested sense be more striking and

there can be no relation between them. Nor can there
be any split of the integer of reality into a quality and
a substance. But linguistic usage proceeds on the assump-
tion of such relations of synthesis and analysis, integra-
tion and division, which are not possible between two real
objective facts, For instance, the word ‘forest’ denotes
a number of trees, individual by individual, that are
absolutely detached from one another and have mno
objective mnexus between one and the other. Again, when
we speak of a ‘blue flower’, the two things ‘blue’ quality
and the ‘flower’ substance are understood to be distinct
entities brought together. But in reality, the flower and the
blue are one and the same thing, the division is only a
conceptual construction without any factual basis.”’—Buddhist
Philosophy of Unwersal Flux by Dr. Satkari Mookerjee,
p. 128. We should note that the above text of the Kdyya-
.prakasa is based upon the Buddhist theory of Perception.
L]
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<harming than the expressed sense, there can be no objection
to regarding TIVET as a case of Dhvani proper.

T 9. .. AfqarefasaarreEg—The  ancient  Alarh-
karikas were inconsistent in comprehending under this figure
of speech the whole domain of Dhvani-kdvya. For the scope
of Dhvani is much more extensive (#gIfawd ) than that of
qaiaEg. For, even where there is no '-'{Irfzﬁ?a‘, there are
found cases of £3fq. A particular Jo7 (letter ), a particular
T ( suffix ), a particular <Ifq ( style ) or O ( poetic
quality ) might give rise fo the cognition of some suggested
sense which excels in charm the expressed sense.! As Abhinava-
gupta mnotes : eqfqfg werfawm: @wd= wiarg AT r—
What more, £3fq is the soul ( BTf‘?.fF[) of a poem, and how
can it be reasonably equated with a mere figure of speech ?
Compare : ‘STeeAEw w141 fg safaeadses qaiqiFaes
Fell FoFe fafaaaifafa g fa=rrr < ' —Rasagargadhara.

T ga:... faafgaar@—It has been admitted above
that some cases of qgiFlad might be truly regarded as
instances of &gfq. But this admission does not go to prove
the fact that Bhamaha and other ancient authors had any
‘clear conception regarding this position. It is we, assert the
Dhvani-theorists, who have brought out the implications
which were not even grasped by them : ‘T Jgafy ‘SITEEI‘-?T-
gefy g semife seifeatafy atafa— qafkfy 17—
°Locara. In the verse which Bhamaha cites as an illustration
of this figure of speech the suggested sense is not predominant,
asthe expressed sense is not intended to be subordinate to
the former. If he had given as an illustration the verse, ‘79
gfFrsr—’ we might have paused to consider that Bhimaha
might have recognised in the figure of speech gHiIIFT a

1, Compare thanyc,iloka, III, 2 ; IIL 16,
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pure case of =fs. As this is not the case, it stands that
the gTaiFa as conceived by the ancients cannot be identi-
fied with Dhvani and is merely an ordinary figure of speech
where the expressed sense is embellished by the suggested
sense. It should be noted, however, that Bhamaha’s qaiaise
can be equated with a variety of the Eﬂ'ﬁ‘ﬁﬂ'—aﬁﬁx of the
Dhvani-theorists. We cite below the comments of Abhinava—
gupta onthis point :—

“ITAEE A1 gard swafaad qrgvEERed kT
aATfa 99 SAFAEH ATARAY, ATGCATIGEAT | AT I
atfeqar qqggal agergRutaRAfy weAy g AT AFAE
sereatafy aghe | aft g ggFaagRomAERgE ww
gftna— sargafgay qeeafomds | a8 g aamaasrn
HIHANT ATHAEHI  geAArdAfezqn | aagfagrfasn—
BECERINTEEIG SIS L LI R G e R I
TIRI—

CTRSAEAY AT AT WSS FATHIAA: |
fasr 7 w=wa—" g

wafg woag-argiaad qafdn waw  faeafv ag
g uag—asT Tgam-fagearaf,. § =wen w@ara-
frdwer sagrea fHfeag sreemia §9 v o @
wfy g aesagnargated frsmsme faar ae wiod qa-
SR A a3 TrRfrE Wi Aeger | Aty e
fafad Wi wag sfa fafaafafy wlasans s @f
fawaamamtama sfa areas W”—op. cit., pp. 119-120.

TEXT ‘
el s frdfivEa: WatsTe AT SR
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HERE TS A5 F S FRFATS IR,
N =TT qaEEATEa e, T AA-faaea
NS FRGIEAEACA §  qTT-5979:  @9 e
I ATNESTHMEAT T GIEE agn |k
Affivaisg, @ gaw afff = 3w,
AR R 9fy v dsreERsh §fE
TR TR wiv-avmEet fromaf

EXPOSITION

§36.  sag_fa-Stasar:. . .. gfaglig—See Supra.

When more than one figure of speech mingle together in
a particular piece of poetry, we may have two different
species of alaritkdra known as §gftz and HFI. Rayyaka
in his Alarikdrasarvasva admirably brings out the distinction
between these two figures of speech and their claim to be
ranked as separate alamkdras :—

“SEAHRTACT AATEwd afE Fafag g9+ earq, qav &
& qawem  odafaar, s qeewwrawe fifag of
framdd | a1 aur  srrEwTaat  gtae-afrea-gadat
9% ATECA-IAST GHSATHA  ATRATAL SIA,  TEq
FEATSHIATART AT ATREATTAAIS I | FASHFIIIL-
stgaial, @ qag edaEfaf fodo aewruradst
o GAAET TEEIATAT AT | GAATIIET ATERETETH
gfr dam1 gdw dglee:, sae dvv) w9 0@ foe-
qUEHAA:;,  SIT-AI-FATART  qAAAIFHITTALT: 11—Op.
cit., pp. 193-195.

Thus, in H'T*If"SE the constituent alamkdras are quite inde-
pendent of each other, and the beauty consists in the mere
Jjuxtaposition. But in the case of gHT, the constituent
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figures of speech are interdependent on one another, and
this interdependence might arise in four different ways
according to Udbhata—viz., by §ag, by a commixture of
alaritkdras belonging to both 5% and (¥, by co-inherence
in a common substratum, and lastly, by the relation of
principal and subordinate subsisting between one another.*
Of these, however, the second variety of T, viz,, FEARIE
SHIT-GFT, has been discarded by Riyyaka, as he compre-
hends it under :sigfsa Compare :—

“eRAITATHTCHFIET WG GE-TFIT: GYETIwa-
wifaa: gfr fa-wawe wa %3 58 gafda \'—Alamkare-
Sarvasva, on which Jayaratha comments i~

cggserfafy—aaaifg araa-dag feo-agaanT e
TF WA geaFAaata IF 1"—O0p. cit., p, 204,

Now, in the first three varieties of §HT—viz., HRg-
THY, YRATTIASHCAFT  and  CRATIFITAL-TFT,
there can be no possibility of suggested sense, as is prima
Jfacie evident. In the fourth variety, however, Vviz. SFATRT-
AATEFHTA-GHT, there is indeed some possibility of suggestion,
and as such, the opponents might try to bring ®gfT under
its scope. To refute this the Vrttikdra states :—

W TaFTsfy. . . safq-fauacan—1f the suggested sense
be not principally intended, as is the case in the fourth variety
of THT, there can beno tgfH. For example in the verse—

1 Compare : FFATASHIONT TLEALFALALATON gAaT Farfaara-
A TR 4T A4 U a7 Safrard qiq FIETHHIT | T I
UG T GIEF ISR I A EF-T e q: QA |
T T YRS g aalassqarsAHe sTauqary ey geard-
FEATP FIE FL 9970: ¢ (REDHWA G ¥ gfee: V—Pratihdrendu-
 vaieon Kdvyalamkargrsara-sargraha, L 5. ~
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ST IS i e T faraaraarE |

qgT TEE T ARl [EG T FrgAn

—the affinity of Parvati’s unsteady glances with those of
the deer is suggested, but this suggested simile is subordinate

to the expressed doubt which is more charming. So this,
t0o, cannot be an example of TgfH.

Now, it might be argued that in the first variety, viz.
H%E—Ff&?(, where there is doubt as to the nature of the
alamkdra and where any alamkdra might be posited in the-
absence of any positive and determining factor, there can be
a case of ®3fq. To this Anandavardhana answers: STHFHT-
EAGWEATAT ... . NEAH—In  GIZHFI, both the
alarhkdras, suggested as well as expressed, are equally predo-
minant. For, as there is no definite clue as to which alamkdra:
should be expressed and which suggested, both may be
suggested as well as expressed alternately and it would be
illogical to arbitrarily mark out the one as predominant in
preference to the other. Thus in none of the four varieties
of HFT can there be a genuine case of TqfH. We quote here

Abhinavagupta’s comments on this section, which would make
the point clearer :—

‘GFuEFRsi-fi—
fargreifraiedd o7 ag-aeagay |
UHET F T AE-GGTAE F FFE 1)

—=fq SgRF: gwrT 1 99T THI—
‘fzraaa-faafasma faa-ge-aamafaafay
TA-SS-E G N AZATHTT Far faferar 1/ —af

T@ﬂm”r JIAAEAT: TFAE, AT IIAREAT 3 STRITADETS,

INTE FATEHAT THT LASA-ANHGY STHIOTNTE HFE: 3R
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S I-ATATIAT ATz F71 eafq-wwraar aisfy o
THTC—TEI AT RIAOHAFT W1 I TAMT TAGAGE FT
A qT— AT wAefag i wad gafegarg—sfa |
AT ARHTIAT A | JAT: TRITC—TAFT TEAASAR TSR
Taanfy gat: ATEAIq FET SAFAAT | AAT—

‘FeATITARIACATE TASed qfe ATEAf |

TG ATIR: FSTAT fare i awrggrd 1 —3f |
—37 fz  wnfn-frafa-agfaa-aa-agagartE-gegr-sqor-
Yg-frafaeds exiafa | Saiar 7 sa-gearEar | afed
NHEARFTH—

FERIIAAFHIY qTFT U afeT: I'—zfa )

GG LI IREERICEHE RN R
TG THC—ATTATTTATEFATIISTHRTIA | AT~
JaEASIqIe— a1 wF  GIrAESE-agas -
wiqar aafc saga, qanfy aregen @1 GIGEFTE
FRAA-FICOAEAT  ATATEHATE IO, amma&:r fg
oY qdqEA | AT — :

ILIRIFINT AATSFA: feoar: |

EATERATTER-ATH AT SR Wik §F T 1V
—qaE | GRFHFR A uwd wgasfr gwwR - eafar
TARpar | wEAwgRg SUgr-aNEAd qiied-gegEa | A
SRR CIRICEE OIS ECIIL R RS I B S CIRES)
frusdfa—aesreafi . anfafr gaRfr sedeamra-
A el WA \—=0p. cit., 121-123,

o9 IS, . qaffsa i serarag—Now,

it has been stated above that in §FX, usually, the STHFTY,
«oven.if suggested is not principal. But there are cases where,

sty
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i GFT, the suggested AFFIT is predominant and the
expressed AGFHTT is subordinated to it. Then it would legiti-
mately come within the purview of tgfd. Abhinavagupta
cites the following Prdkrit stanza to illustrate the point :—

“8Vg o7 JororreA et qfafg-azo |
fire fgoras afewo =% framay fags

—Here the AT as expressed in the seeond half is
based on the aqa'ﬁr and sgfqsF that are suggested. This
is a case of £3fq proper, for it is the contrast ( sAfqF )
between the face of the maiden and the moon that is more
picturesque and striking : ‘AIATATATT: Traq, FT=AA-
drifa, safalsugdl § Sgadd SaMadEIgr-

TEr—wEfT | g —ae) Isqifa | TESHFR A

q owafy, wfy g agwreafrarmg sAfEd Jw0—
°Locana, pp. 123-24. Thus, §HT might sometimes be regarded
as an instance of £gfH. But it is in no way logical to subsume
the whole domain of =afq under §HT, for just the same
reasons that have been put forward in the discussion of
quialsa and its relation to =qfq. See supra.

afg =... .f\ﬂ"{mﬁf‘ﬂ—-The Vrttikara, at last, winds up
the discussion by pointing out that in no instance of HHT
can there be any genuine case of dhvani, for the very designa-
“tion YFT rules out all speculation concerning the existence
of ‘dhvani, inasmuch as it signifies a complete merger of the
individual traits of the component figures, and, as such it
is futile to contemplate here the relation of principal and
subordinate between them. As Abhinavagupta comments :—

gy gAY GEITARY SAFF-HAAT-FATATHIL AT1L-
wrg—afy Sy 1 wfaafy sFuSER Wi ava, wdwe-
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fast geal: | wgwar fg fawed Sovam:, a9 sa¥wey
T & -SBTG 1 ’— Locana, p. 124.
TEXT

§39 | smegTEETEi T3 awEr-EeTEn
fafe-fffaEe @ sfefrerssgae s
CICE IS R 2 o B A R R REICR IR LIS
QHET AT, | ST A, AEEIEIRa e AR
qAET EET FEwr setmarae avraeen faor-
weltet ATl T T TR S
wTfy wawan | aafe Reven st amndy
AR MIFT a1 69 e, B
wfy gy ffsfffemd s A
qZ1 g QIEATIANT SURGAEEraM, SNgd-SFadt:
FRRRAEIY NI TR EE AT
fauEt SRR | [ 9% SAE 1

‘ EXPOSITION

§ 37. The Dhvanikdra now takes up the case of NEIT-
JI9T, where from the expressed sense whioch is TR
{ 319&ga ) we apprehend the STHT0TF sense through sugges-
tion, provided there are certain definite relations between the
expressed and the suggested senses. These relations are—
QIAFAfGRTATT (relation as between a universal and a

particular), FTAFTITHTT (causality), and HTEY (similarity).
Compare :—

“FITIAT AAFE-FA[TT  FE-FIONE ATEE T
SEII-SAAATCIINAAT | TQITAA AU AAA I~
Tl TR g FAIE 9% @ @ A
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ATTGAREETT  SegFAAf afavage | gead g
Wit 7 frfad graegafiady ) aearataad g
aw: | fafreres graes—arater-Frd e, s1-srorE:,
ared Afq ... . ” 1—Alamkara-sarvasva, p. 104.

ATEIA-TTATAT .. ... .GOHT IIFIH—  When  the
expressed and suggested senses stand in the relation of uni- )
versal and particular, or in the relation of cause and effect,
both are equally predominant, and as such we cannot argue
the predominance of the suggested sense alone. The author
explains this statement in the following sentences.

ST qUET ... . ATIIH—~ When the relation is ons of
ATATI-FIT 91T we might conceive of two different varieties—
viz. either the expressed STITHIUIF might be universal in
character and the suggested JTHTITH particular or vice-’
versa. In the first variety the suggested particular is not
cognised as one isolated from the wuniversal to which it
belongs, but as one characterised by that universal.
For example, we cannot conceive of a particular cow
(Tr-=af) without first cognising the cow-universal (Tica-
QIATY). For, fqIY and AT are mutually inalienable,
they are indissolubly related together. Thus, when faziy
is suggested, the HTHTT, too, is @ fortiori implied in it.
So, both stand on the same footing, and we can have
no dhvani. Compare :—

“‘amrae faguraE, faRver 5 qmra-frosang

1 Compare : SfHFRIGTANATING TTTALT ITHITFETTET
FEGAT ARG |7 ATEIA-THAT | A T IAT FEAT AT
TEATT 1 A AT FACA TAGAT FeAAARAATLATR | Tgam—
“WeGAIETaf A | —Pratihdrendurdja on Udbhata’s  Kayyd-
darikara, V. 8.

8
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rETa-fagaal  qWATATN  §geE U —  Jayaratha’s
Vimarsini, p. 104.

garfy fagiaey. .. -ATYTFgH—In the second variety, too,
when by the cxpressed STNTHIUIE particular the HTHfUIFH
universal is suggested, though prima jfacie the latter alone
seems to be predominant, still the universal cannot be
cognised apart from thc constituent particulars and as
such the particulars, too, are comprehended in it. Compare ;
‘graFgrrerafagliay arafa fg,) also fafgmy fz
graeg wassAfauiag’. Thus, this second variety also
cannot be regarded as €fq proper. We quote here
Abhinavagupta’s comment :—

g graF-fadeaEsiy gt af-amrawensdng
sy, TEgy g wwfusr iy, @ o gm0 agr-
‘FE) FTCATOTHEY STCEIAGEI |
srg) frat-frgrea gewan vy fae: o
gx fg da-wo @97 grATaEqASE afid g
goa acgft anfy faase faguwafr adaeafy | qnfy
foaiataren QTATAR sqTeaRdTq SAgA-faRivaq area-qTara-
enfy s afg  gres-fadvaig o s
faesad 1 gan g faamsyadie: srEcfus araraafaata
qar fgdra: 9F1T1 FAT—
‘Taaed qErq fraq safedras Sl qreEt
gepFaTRiviaaen ¥ §ig: YA Ageqrafa |
SYeAT-SYRAT-N IS g and -
wEAIgra Tt gReaafad fasfa At a1
. oA AT WER-YEAT GTATFE JEAY N AT T
sofad) afircg-grarad faoet aEaq | ganfy gara-
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faadig g st 7 fa<ie sgw @R wEw

fexalsty . fa=ifea: aar amas— sfer fagwears

ST FH=AT 1) "— Op. cit., pp. 124-125.
fafag-fefawd amds Aam—In the second varisty

of HTTITTANT based on causality ( Ffaa-fafaferwra ) the
same observations hold good. For example, when the ex-
pressed TIFHITF cause (ﬁ"fﬁ?ﬁ') suggests the gTH<furs
effect (ﬁTﬁTf\ﬁF[ ) the cognition of the cause lingers and vice
versa. As Abhinavagupta puts it ;—

“mawg s fafwe-dfefoemashiaaat -
whreat adafi—fafaafa safag ffioasegs aafs-
drants 7 fafos gegamifeafa aa—

T AravaRy MG Aswca w99y = |
¥ AT GEal SiF: WEIas 1’

—IAATIEGT GRRATIATTE [AfAT gewEaar quats
Hfafast | wgmamai  wegaEEEAshege g o @
Afafamsdraaty ffrasdfaa sarwat sgmosdai
GA-AFTFAL: THGAY | darfay Afafaesasgd au-
719 aq wega fafad swafer @ g9r aadt—

qwi qrfese @ g-wite-tas Agaged I |

gAY AZOYIAT AqGHE GIASITEWIT 1V

—3T TP Hiega-wewl-fafga-gieaa-saonfes-
agega-afafas auafy  seqd gedar-Fwifca-aagr-
Flaerf ffaayd afqamaRaafreas gy a
fafrsiarafy afafas arery saa afFafrrgnfa-
A7 IETFEAFUACHANAN  GATAAAT  qT=q-
SAFAAL: )"—0p. cit., p216.
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Having thus shown that the first two varieties of AT~
g3fgT cannot be reckoned as instances of €, the Vrttikara
now cxamines the third variety based on similarity ( q133y ).

I3T ... . ATqTq:—When the expressed TRIT suggests
a similar ITFIFOF (e TEIT ), there might be =afd,
provided the latter is intended primarily to be conveyed by
the poet, and the expressed sense is subordinated to it.
EGECH g..wgrﬂﬁ'(ﬁa‘—mhefwise, it would be nothing
but a common figure of speech. Thus, the upshot of this
discussion comes upto this that if in the SSEIT-IIGT based
on YT&CT (HTgi’C{), the suggested sense be more striking and
picturesque than the expressed sense, it would be a case of
dhvani. But if the reverse be the case it would go by the
designation ~ SIEGANIIGT, a variety of IUHIAF.
Compare °Locana :—

“gd gt s weiw fafaut faamd gt swe adend
ATET-T: | AT & THA—ATEGAR FAMG AT=AT
TAIFIL, AGH g T WA | AAISEAGITEAI-HETG-
e — '

FTOTT &;rq:rfcrawara @1 47 @eifa:

o aen e Readisfy e o awatafy |

qeaTed fenaarador staae, srorragTeRai

Wia: st g 9% dae | ey

—3 A GrEeqaT Faca: Frer: gega: -
¥, quily Avegaedd IqTE-gaFaT  AuqEEEy | q
AT S TAALGEATEIATAISANG T, T T 7 g 9 ar=aedrs
TERAT I A AT T e AT I-agd o
srsmg%ﬁ at‘ur%a STEGATECAHTT TAGFTEH G Fegeafa-
Wt aw W o R

Y
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WraTT | gESATes gRAr TR aeraan

wgitwfEfamfatcaged wsom gy |

T @ME € qq: ggeararaa-gfataay

qRISYSA SERATT EFATE AqaTEA-gAIFAT 11

FiRaAgIIRET AaCisty awerafefy @t Tl
sig-faers-fafaeaarsft Swasd ewad s
WlF T amrend acaft  sefrelargigae T ot
wEisafufy agasmy qar qadd omml wfe wegd
SEAAAT  SAAT THTRA | qersafafy @ adegaarts-
alat SFAaATay, @ 9 gegq weafyg fafe siqge-
foeaT-gaATA-TagaTy 7T qgNqTanal FAGIT 5T
a1F 998 fag-srmiaddaty | 7 9 acq gad Fafy
gy wigratafa 1 soe agreiasfafagy: gsaE-
grnsfamas Serage @ afs 1w o= 3f aq g w1
goa aavemgeaTaa-fafamg genfa:, swar 5 99 @
FOUG TeqT STSAA  GEWIeAEIT UF 9gad: grarfad-
WaEd WFed SISy Agead qar srewE faaey Ara-
aer sfgsfafa @ sqa sgfafkfa serft adaed
FF 5T wavad 11'—O0p. cit., pp. 126-128.

Jagannéatha’s observations on the relation of aTnga'-SrifHT
with €gfq are worth quoting :—

‘“g@  IEAN—IRARTIEAET  JreAqAt afen -
afgqasfraar  sdgamdes soREsEd  safad T
frafes 1 zaY: segaed g Afve’ fatdls | o e
qIEIFR & | FARTLA - AR T AISTEY
TATT: TH: (OUE-saGaeqd qar: | afwenfe-ei-
R-LALA FASTLOAIAE e ferea-sraisineatq |1 — Rasa-
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éaﬁgﬁdham, p.- 542. Vide also ;— :

“ff 7 sregg-waETat geqd esagwfafy ffdamE
Frffeaaary o oad @ | «f1 o % arsaes Aeawar-
gegaeE  qEifETET sudagrarg eanafy sarfag saumErn
CSEFE: | AST g gAMRedAn  ArEfir sgad qa g
AIFIRGONG  sFurrEasty  arfeq 1 ga: gafaae
waaFam: ! F g AroaEft ) aARa-aAan
FIFLAASAT HTAAFATE, ANy geararacas Farfaar |
afe g wwTCeaTen safa-TH Tty aHeT IEHAT AAHT-
arsyoafafefa geadlead, qETEqagEET A
fawa weafy agfa 1”"—0p. cir., p. 545.

TEXT
§ 3¢| TAAA WHET:—
SRS AT arEgaEEgafa |
FATAIHIGATAT A FAG: TG 1|
sagieg sfemel arearaigsiy v
7 erferds a1 aea gl J AR o
JAUNTAR Tegval A% sagd wfw fegat |
W @ v s agdfem: o
EXPOSITION

§ 38. In these verses the Vyrtikdra summarises the
" arguxﬁents that have been advanced in the preceding scctions
. against the inclusion of €5 under any of the common figures
- of speech. ‘

STEA TJATITHTN . . ..TEET:—Where the suggested sense
. is subordinate to the expressed sense and serves to embellish
) ti;g Iat_éen, that is merely an instance of such figures of speech
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as guIEfE, ATEIA-AT GT, THTIVFT etc., as already shown
above in details.

sageed qfawr. ... T SqFF—Where the apprehension
of the suggested sense is not too clear as in FT9F, GeAFIRTAT
etc. ( where there is an apprehension of similarity, ie. G,
in the background ), or where the suggested sense stands on
the same level with the expressed sense, i.e. where, both of
them are equally prominent as in the first two varieties of

arsmga-srir'm based on FTATI-{FATITT and EFTﬁ‘-%T(mTT"T,
that too is not a case of eafe. Compare Abhinavagupta’s
comments ;—

‘TAfd F8 | w@FaT 1 aSslfeana 7 ad-
TEIEET | afqaaE s aaEE) feserdsdifa: |
ARG < | ATAATEAT: Q6 AR -
sRarAfaaed: | 9 gHgd st SgEaEr SraEE A
aFE, At q aon Feeay, qafn gad aaafai
TA—R AT afge freray’ @ aFaFarg ATty | O
Y R T eafverage—(q) aeaash srgeen-
g () fresendidt; (3) aEN qu-reTR
() AEHE A+ |'—Ibid. pp. 130-131.

The same ideas recur in Kdrikd 31 of the Second Uddyota ;

AT FATAATAISYT: ThasedT argd |
ATSAEATEIAT A1shT ATEATEY MY w77
quﬁa'ﬂ-~-~3§§ﬁfﬁﬁﬁ :—That only is the genuir;e
case of =gfq where the denotative (arg% ) words and the
expressed ( G129 ) sense both subordinate themselves to the
suggested sense, and which is immune from thc possibility
of being comprehended under any of the existent varieties of
HEHTT ( GEAFSHA: ), Abhinavagupta explains the term
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FEARET: as—TFRO  ASGIUAANALETIT  Ifowa:
gegd: | FEUFFRO A WG | ARSI g
fgmsz AT \\'—loc. cit., p. 131,

This third verse cited in the vpiri-text is almost identical
in import with the kdrikd which constitutes the definition of

egfa-viz.

‘FAT: AT AT qAAHTISAIFAEATET |

s & Feg-faR: @ eafaify gt sfaa:

TEXT
§3¢ | qWE ANGAAEAIN | @A AT |

g3 seafmasgt wAfafify sfaq) qer gamf—
yogr T g9y fa afeoafosd | 7 9w
gmEisTadifa afeg: | wgwman g qggE )
Ag qang |l A aed anfy et
T afergasT o

EXPOSITION.

§ 39. Thus, as shown in the preceding sections, sqfq can~
not be comprehended under either TUT’s or HSFITs. Ananda-
vardhana adduces one more reason in support of his view:

gd%q. ... ufqarafasaq—The term eafi refers to a particular
species of Kdvya, as has already been stated more than once,
and the alamkdras, gupas and vritis are the elements that
constitute it. Compare :—

‘“Fudagray AsfEE ¥ quT wET: |
A ATERTSFT weaeal: Fehifaag 1”
~—Dhvanyadloka, 11. 6

T A....9f@g:—It is mot sane to equate IA’s, HHHFTTs:
-¢te. with 5qfHq, for it would be tagtamount to identifying the
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particular individual limbs with the whole eorganism. The
term 47 comprehends within its connotation IU’s, A®-
FITs, El;ﬁ’f ’s etc. beside the suggested sense which excels them
all. So how can the particular JSHITs or ll’UT’s be reason-
ably identified with g, of which they form only a part? Nor
canit be argued that the whole (i. e. €3fq in this case) does
not exist apart from the parts (viz. T, ASGHILs ete.)
that constitute it. What is a jar but a collection of myriads
of atoms ? Thus, the SHHTTs, 01's and other elements can
be severally identified with sfH. Anandavardhana answers
this contention by stating . ‘¥ J1I4d T .. ..gfag:’—Though
it might be conceded that the whole is nothing but the parts.
taken together, et it is extremely absurd and foolish to argue
that each of the several parts is, on its part, identical with
the whole. Not each atom of earth that constitutes the jar can
be identified with the jar itself, even though we might concede
that the jar exists in the parts and not apart from them.
Similarly, the 3[FHTTs etc. that constitute only a portion

of = (i.e. e fq-T15) cannot severally be identified with
the latter,

HIAITS . ... qEI—If, however, the former position
be given up and it be conceded that the parts together, and
not severally, conmstitute the whole, we are driven to the con-
clusion that FFTTs etc., severally, are parts or constituents
(31 ) of eafa-Fray (ARGT) and not identical with it (T
qeang ).

Now, it might, however, be contended that some JFHILs
as, for example, STTETIANXIA! based on FITY, some instances.
of qgiaiFq etc.—have already been shown to be identical
with ©3fH. To this Anandavardhana replies: JAIfq aT
q%a ... . AfvAs3eaHd,~Though We have regarded —STSTET-
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JRYT based on YIESY as an instance of TATH, yet the
scope of &Ffe is not cxhausted thereby, and extends far beyond
the limits of those particular figures.

We quote here the comments of Abhinavagupta on this
section : A A1 7 FawAACATIRE-ATEA-ATIFATET—
SEH-ASAFAATATAAAN T ARTEIASFIAT £qz,
Mg wEfa-geaaq afgeargerafaqan sad: | qq9q
3y | TEF TwEd: | aRE--Qd = 9 ged-
AT A1 N, gReEweAftafaaatg ey adaagag—
Ay fafa) dafc 7 8 oF o7 agam:, swme
qRATAAT 9% WiEw | agaaaifaned 7 s,
q 9 TESFTCEH, TIITEATRT | 37 J ASHTIET qEIHT-
@A q A | JAE—~A  aequafa ) A e O
Firag @ar yawartags gear safaffy, adfa =
sarrg -y 3fq 1 7 5 awewadameas gawt
agrentfin o afgfasaadsft aeg w@mg) gomEa-
FFEATTET wasgeqArasty gea affiqaEg @ wo—’
sfa, @eq g v—' zeaife | asrg— afvassawaty 17—
Locana, pp. 131--132.

TEXT

ygo ‘afefa: wfus’ sfh fggedagfe, g
gyrwafeag va< @ afawmd ) sud f fgied Tar-
FIO:, STEIN-YAE A9 A 1 ] T HIAAY q0Y
wfafifa oqaztﬁrl sdaFImAagaTfifin ﬁﬁﬁl
mrmmﬁrﬁi I=G-ATIF-ARAA: FogTAT . Freafafa
sqgdet sTswEE-gwAE | w99 f
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A STV G- TENG- AR TR TTaed qq TR
qgafagre s-faamEafaaeas  gaafefa swfae-
999l I T @G | W 9 4y FAfeEerar st
RGMHRAANTFWIIY | q27  earergarFarnfET
TRITHL: ||

EXPOSITION

§ 40. gfela.... gfqarag—The Virikara here justifies
the use of the term qf%ﬁq‘: as the subject of the past participle
FAT:. It has been used io convince the opponents that
ihe theory of Dhvani is not the improvisation of the authors
of the so-called Dhvani-school alone but it was first formula-
ted by the Grammarians, the foremost of all learned men,
though in a different context.

faagcrsrr——'rhe regular form as a JALRY compound ought
to have been faggusy (Sf#a: ) in neuter by the rule—
“SAHIIHH  AEM@IME AT —Pigini 1L 4,21 as in
‘QUiUT"gUgAFTEF sa1EH 00 which has been explained by
Haradatta in  his Padamafijari as«—"g:ErT’FUr SOTHOTTT Sreg-
gaifasre-afnmargsafs | asfgd g sawwe wifafa-
sifasgey seafa aRrtaEeaeaEy ' —loc. cir. To justify
this feminine form ( f93gTHT ) Abhinavagupta explains
it as a SGAITE compound : “fag ™ ST NAT ITHAT TEAT
gwifela agdife ) @ sudoww— sfv aqgewesE
A gHed [AEFTH |"—Locana, p. 132.
BB f@"?faﬂﬁiﬂﬁ'f‘{——Compare —
“ITAHTE T AT ATHT A |
wtoud gatat frammt agafeaad

% agar—
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“grATE 9IETH YRHET-ATIF O |
34 a1 MegarAratagr asgefa: o
TAFART @ a7 fga<fa agas |

g sarHR-genT-afatag-mar a3 17

—Vakyapadiya, cited by Haradata in his Padamaidijari, Vol. 1.
pp. 13-14,

Also—qRlayad  gatfazeafaaaRfy: |
TrarfasaT guiawy sy |
FEH EFGTFEABHY A9 §: 11" —Bhimaha's
Kavyalarikara, V1. 2-3.

Jayanta Bhatta, too, in his Nydyamafjari, speaks highly of
the Grammarians. Cp :~—

“‘qgar & qfyaqEaEa afwmgearaen diwigesE
T-eqat afeqt—aza AR ATH AT HIAEASEATA -
gfa | geaEEAlseaTg—

“HeZ: AT eAr: PRragraaddag AeTal

g gt q7 19T ¥ afe aewfed acieid amE |

feranfing vaarxrsa sny wgunfarg-fesafadif:

FW ST FarEcafnfafaegetages: 1’

_—zfq u”—op. cit., Vol. L. p. 392.

§ & sgaamy. . . safafefa saggfa—The Grammarians
argue that it is the TRIZ or eternal ( fqeq ; and indivisible
(erfawrm ) word that conveys the sense and mnot the word
popularly conceived as such, that is meaningless being a
collection of unmeaning and discrete sounds as it is. The
sounds that are produced through the contact of our sense-
organs are by themselves momentary and isolated’, but they

1 Compare : “....hmavigleearg ara:, Sai<q-sea faaear
. ' L]
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serve to suggest the eternal word ( THIZ ), which is one and
indivisible sound-unit ( #GUE) and cannot further be analysed
into constituent sound-units. This THIE is termed dhvani by
the a?qréﬁtvr’s. But they also refer to the empirical sounds,
that are momentary in character, also as dhvani ( samdifa

£qfq: ), because they suggest ( =gafq ) that eternal THIT
which alone is significant snd expressive. Patafijali in the
Paspasa- Ahnika of his Mahabhdasya states :— “IT U1~
qITAF] S safy: arsa IS4 Bhimaha, in his Kdvyd-
damkadra criticises the theory of Sphota advanced by the
Grammarians in the following karikds :—

TR aqE 58 FIH IR |
gH-wrEIfa ST eaarsengat afy n
Feamrrfeauit aRaraistudaan |
FASIaa M e geafasiay |
samagwatal auarisdaT F99 |

Fortal swwfaearg wavear  ify = @gh:
7 =iy guarfing: araristafead
srefafmatsdten faeag e secad 1)
HEATY FTET TIUT ATET T2 HITAT IIT |
NETLTATHTR a1 T q AT 1)

;r;ﬁv:rrt[ I HE-AU-alAAT A | A g Ay quug=aata | oag
gar | MAEGER aTag T-FRX qH Fa9T qraq AFR A et |
AEHFR T T-FR T fggSAd | gEg fagedd 9 T-wR
AFR | IsAfE-TeE faqearsa A | Ieaia: TeaEdEd |
AT FYSTT T T AGET WG |\—Mahdbhdsya on P, VI.
3.59 ; also on P. I. 4, 709, J

1. For a differentiation between THIT and sFfq vide
Mahabhdsya vnder Vargtika 5 on P, 1. 1, 70. .



126 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

quaefy AR a9 7 eRzafEAn |
THFIAAEAT AT F: FAAA: ||
5+ Sgarm Aot sgraifrafaa: |
FFFTUT FFREq ATRTed gua: pa:
T FRASATT T ATGTIATH FLAY |
war: gixfawmai g arearfisr
fammaiseq faedl a1 gearsaT ar gar |
aaiseg v faggva: garer dsewr fafesat
—Op. cit,, VI. 7-15
qgarg: - 'EETFH'&EEEPHZI—»—The critics (viz. the Dhvani-
theorists), too, have formulated their theory of £afq on the
analogy of the sphofa-theory of the Grammarians. Just as the
Grammarians apply the term Dhvani to the sounds that suggest
the eternal sphofa, so also the critics of this school apply
the self-same term ®afd fo the words (FTa%H-sT) and the
expressed sense (AT=ATH) that severally and jointly suggest
the implied sense (TFTATATA). Now, it might be argued :
‘Bven conceding that the FT=TT and the areH+YsT are
referred to as £3{q on the analogy of the similar usage of the
Grammarians, on what grounds would you designate the
function of suggestion (FASHAT-SYTATT) and the implied sense
(TG ) as well by that self-same term ? Abhinava-
gupta with great ingenuity has interpreted the text of the
Vreti in such a way as to comprehend all the Jour elements
(viz. T&E, o1, sqTIIT and STEH) within the connotation of
the term dhvani and has cited relevant texts from Bhartr—

1 Compare 3 ‘ﬁtﬁfm—fﬂwﬁﬂ—m@rﬂt faafesat
waEiead yqeis safrerage = & @y R Fafmf‘a-ira’t
fasda —-thanyaloka Uddyota ITL. (pp. 443-444).
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hari’s Vakyapadiya to justify the interpretation proposed by
him, thus placing the theory of Dhvani on a sound basis by
showing that in all its aspects it corresponds exactly with the
usage of the Grammarians who are the highest authority regar-
ding linguistic questions. We quote here the text of Abhinava-
gupta’s commentary in full :—

“aEmmiftaft s (?) sfm-acgst aadTmar swan
AN A 3fa afvargt aszam: gqrear: SARTIT: T |
AUl gErROTEGE agefes) ¥ 5 safr-meeiEEn o
TATE WA WY giRe—

. qawr-fagmreni sty |

¥ THIE: AR TEE1 AT ISATEZAT: 11 2T 1
L) Tuz-frg e s TS e AT
Wity smage: 1 (3) qar AFUOT T 0T ATE-Z[ea-
qr=at sea-g fg-futar-sneifreasasey cafradmr: |
qqTg WA T Ta—

ST TIATEA 9 EUTOEqaT |

safa-seTlRy T eaeHaETEy 1—f |

q9 sAswF!  TeaTAiady  safrmsEt | (3) e

oty araFATs-afeasafy gag | aedET—

‘FedragTsly aee AsrsaiE af:

afz a1 A7 TR @ At awe T 0 h
T ATEERT IR FFGAlA go-fefmartm e
sfagrgsaREAMUE A EE: g safaed | 998 § T—

qeREANg AR fawe g duar: |

£F: ATl TRETAT 47 fae 11 gf
qemtfaxly  afegen  aemsamareEstr-aed-seo-
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wvstafeay sarqr<y safafvegsa: 1wy agewaty @t
qeayTee gaeqaly &ed wAfT | A safaiwreafals-
sqqRansfT 7 53 11 —O0p. cit., pp. 133-135.

Abhinavagupta explains the expression Frsg-araF-gieasy:
3(sgeAT as referring to the above-noted four elements of
SEAAT-viz., T2, qTHF, TG and FSIAT :—

sgreg-aras-aftay sfa grem-ams-afga: dfasy g
wEAqESIAr GATE: | AEE 9% qyw afaaq gusadisy
i Al | &7 arsaisfy safq:, arawsfiy g safa,
gafy saswweE saadifa gear) "@fewn fawrame-
daeaifa sagnsfy wafa:, ervaq sfq gt e asa
gageaarx, q Al sfgaien, wfy g swewam:, disfr
tgaq sl | FHearaly squdzmrs Asg: aisfa eafa:
IFINFICATT-TAGEANAATI | &F T GIETCORGHATE —
AFAFI-IFAT 501 STGI-ASTAFATA: §AY  THY
mqrrwq IR Feqq: |1”—0p cit., p. 135. 1

1 It is to be noted that the interpretation proposed by
Abhinavagupta, though ingenious, is somewhat strained and
farfetched and seems to have not been the intention of the
Vrttikdra himself. Manikyacandra’s Samketa on the Kdvya-
prakdsa is very clear on this point :—

vy sy Aea 5f ST, § 9 HTARAT| g w9 wed
sqfMieaTg | ATRARAITRIANTATG | F&T §  sawaifa safa-
sfr wq ogqafa:, qar A L. gafy ey wa-sggaear
Eqf: qeATA-ATATT,  ¢a7g 3 FHegqURar sAgAlsd:,  sandifa
Fq AAITAT Tl WRISAT a1 WRELAS Freged  qT, quify
FIHTAT TSI -AHITT [T FACI! qEATYT -7 SeaTia:,
aq AN F - Aaearq \'—Op.  cit., p. 12 (Mysore Edition).
See, however, °Lacaria p. 106 : “=FIfeFar g HTSIT?&F[ Hﬂ‘ﬁ’m
T et ey safafcty s 1 ‘-
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In the Kavyaprakdsa, Mammata also notes that this the-
ory of £9fq was formulated on the analogy of the sphota-
theory of the Grammarians and as such it rests on an unshak-
able foundation ;—

“rmaanfoafaft = cagng wfag: s
—zafHfT Frerg 1 qHFATEY: TTE-CREET-AFA-
saHEy geged wAfafifa suagr g | aawasnaariha
qrfaazfy sgatfia-arsa-cagreaewagae  gead-

EUEITY !l”——Op. cit.,, Ucchvasa 1. Kdrikd 4 and Vysti there-
-on.

Candidasa, in his gloss on the Kavyaprakds'a, thus brings
-out the significance of the word Elﬁ' in the above extract :—

“gifefa mfegrad safrsragefag wa-agfoam
TaTg AarF R e -SaasT-seTaaTa-
@ | wEadlseng s s, F- At -
HegTeg sramraaigassira-afaagrafaraaaraea
T Beganr: geertydartaaaaggar Sifwamme, afad
TT|IAG: | T T AFT: TR TSHAA TS AT |
JITAN F W qukcwad  wifugler 1 @ g i,
HharemaTfag | auizw sqAAgRa qar  faeeawdify

sqAreAT Q1 Al \"—=loc. cit., p. 16 (Saraswati Bhavana
Text).

Mahimabhatta, in his Vyaktiviveka, criticises the .Dhvani-
theorists for taking their stand on the Sphofa-theory of the
Grammarians, for between the momentary sounds (&Tﬁ]‘zﬂ' a’Uﬁ:)

1 Compare s “gAfxfa agaaaa sav-soagrenmiicd Lo’
—Mainikyacandra’s Samketa, loc. cit.

9
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and the etevnal Word ( THI ) there can be no suggesticn
(3T GI-=aSTAFATT ) inthe real sense of the term 1—

“SrF T AARHT quiAT afR-saaeEataT aeqsafir-
Y epeifuagearey sagr-sqsTHATEl q NI
SYSTHET-QIFATE T: AT At F1e8 safq-saaaar: qised-
A | FAMT FE-FROASE TEA-TAF AT W
—-=0p. cit., p. 57.

Addfaae.... 999 UF §Xe0:—Having thus established
with weighty arguments and with irrefutable logic the existence
of Dhyani, Anandavardhana recalls the sarcastic remarks
of the Negativists (viz. f== amfasenaTaaTag arvya-
afy ar wheifeaq  sreasanfaanfafn sfedweiia
gswreon  safredfafifa  aRaadis-agaaa-araraar-ag-
foqarand cag, a= gg 7 fasn). The emdeavour of the
Dhvani-théorists cannot be discarded as fruitless, for the
element of dhvani is quite a novel discovery and the most
important one at that, and the opponents can in no way
belittle this innovation of the new school by assimilating
it with the notice of a new and hitherto unknown figure of
speech. Dhvani stands superior to all other elements of
poetry in so far as it is the soul, while the other figures of
speech etc. appertain to the exterior of a poetic art. And in
view of all this, the formulators of this novel theory are
entitled to no mean credit and nobody can legitimately blame
them, if they wax a little in self-approbation. As Abhinava-
gupta comments i—

‘I ARAgE AT faFeIETHRAAR g@fE, aq
afcgefa—a Sfaeifa | Feamon- g qar—aed
T qEEEl AAT—AGT-ERATaTsa:, AR A EEd-
qreq ATAATATATSAL, AHSEAFA-SAFT: GIFITHHA-SAFA
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3 Frafaarrasadfa | qaremEraian | qETfeT-
Wfg-—advsrreafm w1 TR aEREEng )
AATRANGATAGT | g7 safr-casd sy sfifeg Jar
9T, IT A1 SwEREI Aifaaafnfaang @ gyt

staTaifafamed  Jqr darg /- Op. ci,  pp.
135-136.

q ﬁ'?f{fa .. --3TTF°'I"5<'=F'(UT’\TZ[{—-’?[§Q«T-WT. It is not proper
on the part of the opponents to give vent to jealousy and
vindictive spirit toward the Dhvani-theorists, since the
arguments advanced by the latter in favour of their thesis are
all based on logic and sound reason.

qad.. . .9gFAT:—Thus, in the preceding sections the
views of the Negativists (with their hree sub-groups) have

been duly criticised and refuted, ‘Wﬁ—q[ﬁ\'ﬂ' gfaa
AT -TRTTAACTAT qAcad ' ~=Locana, loc. cit.

TEXT
svy | wfm wfn) @ Sat sfafmaEn fbaT-
faararar=r v fifre: saem . arenagog—
‘gro-gent gfEl faeafer gewma: ¢
. wEy Fafyay 9 sl afge
fedtaenfa—
‘Frafdn 7 g sm s
fraframmaRT: |
q&fo I TANRIES
gafa frawe’ gw-aEs

EXPOSITION
§ 41. sifeq sAfq:~~The existence of dhvani has been
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established. It is a reality and not a figment of imagination.
g =19, .. . I~ Dhvani has been, first of all, classified
into two broad divisions—viz., afgafiggar=a and faafarat-
sqq¥a1ey. The first of these two varieties is based on HEUT
or Indication and has two more sub-divisions according as it
rests on FITEITBET (or ATZILATAT F&IV(N) or HE-HEIT
(or SigqEaTsT S&Tr).  In the first case it is called FgFaT-
gxfagarsg-s3fq while the second variety is known as
FegFafawgaar=a-tqfq. Compare :—

“oArd geargeaTa e g%Aw gdw: 1 A g fdwmE
oq gar swgaeal eaur @G g wdwEREs
foreegacaTyg SigqEatal | "—Sahityadarpana, Chap. IV.

Also i~ 9 =AMALY FANS [ EeagIr-Aard qf
gwafy | afgafe = arsqearEgeER: 1 @1 9 919
TMIgFaET, SIAIff s qreaiy q1, 69
FeAAgeTg ar | qgagFacaafy gaeRaaw, fakterEr-
qEFAATE a1 anwgefa aregwaiay  sqarfly
sEgqIsasEas GehtAaHTacEd afvmfagy | arealsy
TIFGRO TEAT gead: | fgdd g arsawae-fawed W
A1y SYoFaAfasey 11”—Govinda Thakkura’s *Pradipa on
Kavyapraka$a, IV. 1,

We should note that in the casc of suggestion based on F&T,
the suggested sense must invariably be some vastu. It can
never partake of the character of an alamkdra or rasa, for in
2 FYUT the FATHT is always some sort of vastu. The other
principal division of egfq—viz. fqafaaraaT-a1=y, again can
be divided into two categories—viz. HSEAFH-sTFT (where
the sequence between tho cognitions of the expressed and the
suggested sense is noticeable) and meq-aq\?{x (where
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the above sequence is not perceptible at all ). & and FBFHIT
fall within the scope of the first category, while Tq, WTT etc.
are classed under the second group. Riyyake, in his Alam-

kdrasarvasva, has briefly shown these divisions of dhvani in
the following passage :(—

vy eafs 1 @E  wEwfANTead sfaaiEad-
arey-faafaataaarsaeat & |et 1 arensfr st
dxfraaeararafaesaaraan fgfaa: fedasty e
w-dosrFreagaa A | samie-vanaE! 98-
saf: | agesTwveTgNsafaye! wifseaf a’a&'zr—
FAFT: 3 ‘raa'reﬁwqfaﬁ‘aaw‘r Fegeafae@aTesatae 1"

—Op. cit., pp- 14=15.

All these divisions of dhvani have been shown in details
by the Kdrikakdra in the following Uddyota. See Karikds,
II. 1-3. The Vrttikdra here refers to those divisions in anti-

cipation of the Karikdkdra's views. As Abhinavagupta
" observes :—

“Ieftf—seTgogss wiAE gag gafel 7 9
TP SATEEIAEETAT ARSI T
afcgarita afy sfrEaTTa AT NAIgAETgaRT
sfR el sOf—a 3fq gesEnfr -
FeErd AT g7 I q€q AR —I(q a'ga"rgm’fm g9T-
fqd gramfaEwd  galead | greasy g SRt A
QSR TETeAT ATfaa fagisTenAEa: @ear IR tadfed-
Tt eSSt | ©F fatmqraacarsasty 1 gt ar
shqraEE  afgataarEEr gt FEfaae
qeeaTEt AT | A fEEg ST
Frfaaarfaataa wafy | Fafaguaas sfr g fafaa
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Ta, argiedeal g S S-sr-aiger U@ s
qEElsT ST saswE:, qAT wea: | Ay« fqFar =
sraqeed Afa faegd | sraqda famong 1 e 07
—Op. cit., pp. 136-137.

“gqﬁ....%’f’q‘gl{”m“omy three types of men can pluck
the golden flowers of this Earth—viz. the brave, the learncd
and the parasites.” This verse illustrates the fqaeragr=a
variety of tFfT based on HHWI.  Here the primary sense

“being incompatible, we have to resort to Indication or HUIT.
In reality, the Earth is not a tree, nor has it any golden
sprouts in the true sense of the term, so that the primary
sense (E@q‘]‘sr') of the expression ga’ﬂfgcqi” cannot be
construed with qf¥fl¥, and as such has to be abandoned
altogether in favour of the secondary sense. So also with the
verb faeafeq which primarily means ‘to pluck’. The object
for which such &T&1fiTs words have been employed by the
poet is to convey the idea that these three types of men
alone can achieve success in this world and can amass wealth.
Compare Abhinavagupta :—

gawify geafy sfa gao-qsar ) gasy agRa@EIag-
wrdy 3fa geasfaafaarsan | aq ua gamfiem sray
T JIAIEF-ACATSATAA T qAFART THIET WA GIH-
aqfg-grare-arsmat saafy | aeeg-gared g -gafa-
JIHHT  TRSIATERATIAET IR qF ArfaF-E-
FHT-IUBfA AFHTIAIAF tavad =y TS wwiA-
qqr YSTH:, BT%fﬁ HQHQW&EWT sfa =T sgaTn i’
-—Locana, pp. 137-138.

Mahimabhatta, on the other hand, thus establishes
Inference :—
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CqA RN A AT @A Gy e
QET | T GIOUTST-IGT-999 57 arrwa= qoi s o
afg qeanquaEard  AEATEiTaIERar  aqggaRd AN
Fo-fawacay sqamaafy | g9r qerdiee R agrat -
A TERIsET TgrEdgatad qeq | e i svEw
T WEH-AAEETIEN | STAR q e uraEn
ward gt afrafraaa wafy, star-frowds sdaaa
sETaT | qaRy sfafesa  Caifarwatadisaraen:,

ATSAATHT TF, F FITTIAT TR T 1) —Vyakti-
viveka, pp. 412-413.

‘fgfefor...... YEH-ATTH:'—In this verse, a paramour
covertly expresses his own heart-felt desire to his lady-love
by referring to the parrot’s pecking at the bimba-fruit crimson
as her lips. The primary sense here is not incompatible as
in the preceding illustration, and as such there is no trace of
FYUT or Indication in this case. Abhinavagupta explains
this verse as follows —

“Frafoify— & Gfienasfa asft sfAodaey
wwi fafgd faaesg | feeumeqggenfemam afifaa: @
T JafaNiarmesAREd  ISART-eafs aa gag ).,
drareaRafa afafow-gasaqar, 7 ataferag G,
afy g wemsafy qamftaads ws@maer et )
‘FF-a1aF 3fw areagfaaere-arastt qog @afa 1 sT-
firrzg - yeew-ETiaE-ETaT-dEsr-aEfa A E-
framadiad sogrq | o W AW A emnaTRr: ) afaew
a‘rqﬁ' sqad AT | TeATTAT AT WEANHEATAT ST
AFEAT  FAWE 0 — 0p. cit., pp. 139-40. Compare
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Vyaktivioeka :  “Fmfooll’oa  cet-yred-qfigraana
ATETYUA: JATATATEANT  FTEFENSA: GrEa: | qaETgRa-
Tt fyraweeify afvgreafad graase NHa-
aqafonagifea-aaaa 831 A% @9 IqeEE-ag-
WIIATAATS Wiaed grqaF-qiera-aiengoaa g
T qET JAGE e qEAEdy H9 ATATEAY ? FEATH AATTG
ATEF-GTIA-ATI-THA AR 19 Fagw 17— O0p. cit., p. 413.
TEXT

§ g2 gggen witwed fafify aq sfeaundiee—
waa farafs 3Fa waReEd af )

JrgEE e T e, fasee-
aw, | arsrfafweriey frTarswne qra
TR 99 AFAE | afn ) s g et

EXPOSITION

§ 42. The Dhvanikdra now takes up the sccond contention
of the opponents—viz. that dhvani or the suggested sense is
nothing apart from the &&J sense, and can be conveyed
through the self-same function of WUT. Abhinavagupta
states, that the opponents who endeavour to deny tafq any
independent status might take up f#hree diflerent positions—
(1) They might hold that Wf¥T and tgfq are completely
identical in all their aspects and as such, of the fwo above
terms, one is the synonym of the other, as is the case with
the terms ¥ and FHI ; (2) Some of them might, again,
lzold that WfFT is the essential mark, the differentia of dhvani,
just as qc‘fi'ﬁﬁia is the essential and uncommon attribute of
earthly objects (TTFFT-T=A) ; (3) Or, it might be argued that
AP is merely an'%ventitious, an accidental, attribute (an
“dccidens according to' Western Logic) of eqfy. The Dhvani

L
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kara would refute all these possible contentions one by one:
and in the present section he examines the firsi of these
three positions. Compare :—

“a Wiz | afygea safveale & aalgaq @gead 2
a9 gfadteafas qfaear sFaql saTaRFaHe@ar RN ?
3T FH T %a"aﬁ-rggw CEAAHTA IS I ? g WU
qe faumAfa—wscar fausdife 1’—Locana, p. 140.

IFAT.. ... sqfq’—Dhvani cannot be identified with
WfFT inasmuch as they are enmtitatively different (ﬁ?ﬂ"{iq ).
For the designation dhvani applies to that piece of poetry
where the words and the primary sense subordinate themselves
to the S{Er\‘ri?r?r, which should excel in charm the expressed
sense. But WfFd does not require these conditions. Mere
superimposition ( ITATT ) without any consideration of the
charm arising from the cognition of the TS would satisfy

all the requirements of wfag. In t=afq the beauty of the
IS is the predominant factor, while in ¥fFT no comsider~
ation of its excellence should deter us. As Abhinavagupta

explains :—“TIRE FEAfag  sAAEAT SIHE—ATALA |
arqeder fenfaaman  s@eAEEa aEg ) SERH
Rawfaed: | IqIEAEGEfT ) ST EfiEaar
gqawu  wfafadt sqEgR g | AR —_ad
FSHMEATITRIG GAVATE FFaeaqe: FAST-aIQarat smary
Fegfeacar graaefy ATIIsaATTad AATRAA A TRHqFeT:,

‘guanfasn sfr & swawA-eany, gafr sy
FY sqA4 ST T FAF atd €41 |1—O0p. cit., pp. 141-142.

The Vrttikdra, in the Third Uddyota, has brought out the
distinction between WiFq and =afd much more explicitly—

warfaafirg-areaeg safa ogs: 4 faay ¢ aeq e
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™ Ifa-TigaedT o5qq U aa: | sEafy 7 QW
gearq sfqafag-arsar safa ugfaamisatsit wafa, ag
TorafasT @7 | quialE sasswageansiy ga | sas-
FE g AAAIARARY  AGA faqr q syafgssd | -
afeg  arsagmisdag sagAATATHAT  ATE IR
gyafa ) aar—dvocarg eifwainas, srgraemaTny ==
garear qE'faenEt | qar 7 fya w9 +iftg gEEEaw
gearEl | ansfa sgeear nafa: arsfy soweatiarg-daes-
ATAAT FIETTSAGA A fomisfy dwadda, qar |=am
raedl <qrat fawd 11— Dhvanydloka, pp. 432-433.

TEXT

§931 T Haa | € afwe g0 wAfean—
AT ETTAT T\ d=IT aqn IKE

T T VAT S w8 | F9n_y S eI !
ettty frsafafia sfr faad v sy =
fe sugmd WA, @tey ArfE anfy Suaf-gegasn
sfagrgtamafe’a-saagm: Far T | qUT—

TfEeTa faE aaa-aggad-
e aRtfremmer g |
3T ST BT IATHT ¢
FAT: g agfa ffadt-ormma i
FIT—

gftaswy guge’ saxfrussy ageagafm

faxfas goit <faews fat oot wifer gaesm o
w__
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gl qa=rs Arongha frammonst |
wg gt qg feursl wha sfesmantars u
qAT—
ASATY G5 OETe fFoont fuwr yomas |
fawsit fa g@el foasr svan feore wasfiom 1
qar—
T w0 demgaata w§ sy wgw
73t a5 Tifuz @g GErsatma: |
T qEIg! aﬁ; fT @ yywstafaa:
frfusigtoisat = gawonan swg: |

-TRAS 3O sgaTfawsa: |
N e - ©
7 99 faw: Ferfuefy wmfywa )
EXPOSITION

§43. The first position, however, might be altogether
given up and the second standpoint adopted. It might be
argued that Wfaq is the definition (&), i.e. the essential
and specific attribute of &gfq. To this the Dhvanikdra replies
by saying : ‘stfasgied:...... JaT—Nor can it be urged that
Wfaq is the definition of dhvani, inasmuch as the definition in
that case becomes either t00 wide or too narrow. An attribute
can be regarded as a definition, if it inheres in all the individuaf
members belonging to that class to be defined (qraaa&qqfﬁ).
The attribute U{fﬂﬂ%ﬁ' can be called a definition, since it is
found in every instance of t{fﬂaﬁ. The necessity of a defini-
tion consists in the differentiation (E’J[TEIf%r) of the individual
or class to be defined from all other individuals or classes.
Thus cgf%raﬁaar serves to mark off clfqaﬁ‘ as a class from all
other categories like (%, %raq etc. We are to note that a
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T or definition is a sort of %Wﬂﬁ?ﬁn‘-%@l, i.e a %@‘
whose negation ( 3[9TT ) agrees with the negation of
the HIET (TEATATT-5ATIHCE geaqTaed 4 WAQ'). Thus,
the negation of Ef\ﬂa’\l‘f'éf agrees with the negation of czf‘qaﬁ',
as in categories like gfww, %Grq etc., which are different
from t{f‘@:{a'r‘r, there is an absence of canszaﬁea too. Compare :—

“qferetenfageaearg afafifr | gfrde q -
foztw:, ATl @eaee: qEATT-BHW,  qEAG L. . AT
gfadt-caer-fagt fs satw ! fagd  gewem duefy,
gafagt avsatfad: | «, weafagt aft gaveaassae
greqaeTy | aarfy gfadr sanfevny fredy, gfadican
aq gafeadeat @ fagy, arat qfad, aar sarfa) 7 34
a qfadt | gewfzaear fead .. ..aq fFlag swo-
fafr ¢ w=ad1 Fge-cufafrigfan @ swow
T FrEEL— AT gsggssal  swardy gf )
...oqagefafgal  warorsesan | qafg—faarnfe
goi  qfydify saafgad &%, gfea aq g
qfadifer @ sxafgad, 7 ar qfra, gur sarfe 7 7 37

qfgd ) e aor sgafgad gff 17— Udayana’s Kirapa-
vali, pp. 41-43. (Benares Sanskrit Series Edn.)

Thus, in the way shown above, it becomes evident that
P definition is a special variety of %@, and as such, to be valid,
it must satisfy all the conditions that a valid reason (H:ﬁg )
is required to satisfy. Those conditions arec Y&{gTH, Y&~
g<q and fgqer1g<a. But if any of these three conditions be
lacking, the definition becomes fallacious. Thus, if the first

t The English rendering of the term would be ‘purely
negatively concomitant’,
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condition be not fulfilled, the definition is known as SHFHT
(absurd) ;if, again, the second condition be lacking the defi-
nition becomes foo narrow ( A-3UIT ) ; and, the lack of
the third factor would give rise to the third vaiiety of falla-
cious definition known as too wide ( &ifg-sareq ). Thus,
the above three fallacies of definition exactly correspond
with the three varicties of invalid reason ( EATATH ),
known as fawgey, wWrmfafa and ieTToreg. Now, in the
light of the foregoing discussion about the nature of valid
definition, fFq cannot be regarded as the definition of Sarﬁf,
For, it is vitiated by the two fallacies known as sffg-sarfeg
and sr-=sgrftq. s is a roo wide definition because in cases
where there is no trace of %:a‘fﬂ', there is Wfag. As the
Vrttikdra states : ‘TAIGSATIC: . ... GHATY . This he elucidates
further in the following sentence : ‘“J fg,_,..q;aq} a;ima’_
Though it might be argued that in all cases of F&fUT (based
on sr%ﬁsra) there must be suggestion and as such it is not
proper to argue that WiFg and =T are not invariable
concomitants, yet the mere existence of 3Ug4, which is
Sraﬁa'?r in this case, is not the criterion of a £3fq-FTT as
has been so frequently expressed. The 9IS+, which is 2 EcoM
must be striking too. But even in cases, where the JIS
is insignificant and devoid of any charm, the poets do employ
Indicative or Figurative (‘ca'r?afw) words merely in obedichce
to past tradition. Thus, it is plain -that in such cases, the
absence of £gfq does mnot agree with the absence of ﬁf&'a’,
which should have been the case had WfFJ been the definition
of £gfq. Compare Abhinavagupta’s “Locana ;—

“qq  sgAuwgeEEAEfa 9 qeeatafadqsia far

TeATE—NEd _Areeq, <1 a ud s em Ry
Sq=FIT A FA fajfsaﬁ: gfa wra: | wgg-wRa qurATH
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ae_ wafa | amEd —aartaraader sararQe) fAafag-
gfr aiafd | 7Y sl w9 9T sAAEIv SeATE—
gfagrgad i awerar qds s@wg e ad g g
sfafgal  saieaerfiEiad: 1 saRaift S ad
saisH Farafaeat famaaataa sfr owan aEdta-
g fg ep@wr-afaafa: saeTg | awE wa-asdai=aa,
 PrmaTee T ¢ Teadl avi A B areeanfaE st 2
AT agafa—aa IxRwamEE  afy-fan’—op.
cit., pp. 142-144,

agfasr. ... fafg Fﬁqﬂﬁrqﬁl{’*}{ere the verb Fafd has
been used ina figurative sense, since the root g% in its primary
sense ( ‘4% SUFATAT ATFA’) cannot be construed with such in-
ane things as fafa:r“r—crar-ﬁrzrm{. Nor can it be argued that
the poet used this @TeTfiTH word witha view to conveying
some SAISA. For, the FUYS, if it has any, would be TFET-
FLTAIT, and it might as well be conveyed through deno-
tation. Thus, though there is no tgfq here, yet there is

e

fa\;f‘xa‘ﬁ'iﬁ ...... AR —Hére the term ‘gﬂ"q‘ﬁa’ is
w1erftres, even though there is no evident SIS for resorting
to such GHUT. ‘gIRFTH FTATARAAT F&IA,  IFAIAEAT-
a‘;wa“rﬂ‘"—-'Locana.

gfaeal. .. wfgael’—em agie sTRTET wEA,
g qaaeAaTafa:’—°Locana.

FIA. .. GO —Ffresaratan wqaqsd agwaar
FTRMATRSENT qgHIsfy 9gA qwn: guesat givia-
gas aq hewfawmmmant gad gt 9, gy
WG | W T G IS F G, G
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nfy sfg fas @R woad wwEd 1 —CLocana,
pp. 144-145,

qUL ... HRHF:'—Here the verb JTHAMA must be taken
in its figurative sense ( FEATT ), as inits primary sense it
cannot be construed with the nominative form B Compare
®Locana. “qyifq | Fafy q@@ﬁ-ﬂgrgmmrmﬁaﬂ?‘r
e T, AT ATEIT 2aqt AT FISTAT AYHAIRA A~
Waar et megy, ae9 qermAes qdaeafy S —oc. cit.

T J4fay:.. ... .favg’—Such instances can never be

reckoned as illustrations of £gf+, for the srzﬁGrFr has no beauty
at all,

TEXT

Y uRl IT—

ITFRWYFT Tq_q==Ed YHWGIA_|
v -~?
TEa) ARFAT [@aE g Eavdivaa_ iy
I IR A ArwarT-Teg s e ag: T |
EXPOSITION

§ 4. The Dhvanikdra now enunciates the essential charac-
teristic of a truly suggestive word which can be designated
as £3fq proper (‘=AdIfy Fa@T). .

“If any word through suggestion conveys some sense the

beauty and charm of which is lost if it be expressed in any
other mode, that alone can be called tgfq.”

AT .. ..., RMsg:—In the preceding five instances the
terms Fafd, gAeHdH, ged, I and sygwafy do not
communicate to us any such idea which could not have been§
expressed through denotation (ITHET) without any appreciable

loss of the charm. For example, for the figurative (?:I&Tﬁrin")]
.
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word g2fag one might easily substitute qﬁ'q‘f%r which through
denotation would have directly conveyed the self-same idea
without any deterioration of the effect thereby.

It is intcresting to note in this connection the words of
8. T. Coleridge which seem to echo the very idea contained
in the above Kgrika of the Dhvanyaloka. Coleridge speaking
of Rev. James Bowyer, one of the tutorsin his school-days
observes :—

‘In our own English compositions, (at least for the last
three years of our school education,) he showed no mercy to
phrase, metaphor, or image, unsupported by a sound sense,
or where the same sense might have been conveyed with equal
force and dignity in plainer words. Lute, harp, and Iyre,
Muse, Muses, and inspirations, Pegasus, Parnassus and
Hippocrene were all an abomination to him. In fancyI can
almost hear him now, exclaiming “Harp ? Harp ? Lyre?
Pen and ink, boy, you mean ! Muse, boy, Muse ? Your
nurse’s daughter, you mean ? Picrian spring ? Oh aye !
the cloisterpump, I suppose | »_Biographia Literaria, p. 4
(Everyman’s Library ). In a footnote on the same page,
Coleridge remarks :—

“‘This is worthy of ranking as a maxim, (regula maxima,)
of criticism. Whatever is translatable in other and simpler
words of the same language, without loss of sense or dignity,
is bad. N. B.—By dignity I mean the absence of ludicrous
and debasing associations.”

Later on, he expresses the same feeling in almost identical
terms :—

““As the result of all my reading and meditation, I abs-
tracted two critical aphorisms, deeming them to comprise the
.conditions and criteria of poetic style ;—e...,.secondly, that
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‘whatever lines can be translated into other words of the same
language, without diminution of their significance, either in
sense or association, or in any worthy feeling, are so far vicious
in their diction......I was wont boldly to affirm, that it would
be scarcely more difficult to push a stone out from the
Pyramids with the bare hand, than to alter a word, or the
position of a word, in Milton or Shakespeare, (in their most
important works at least,) without making the poet say some-

thing else, or something worse, than he does say.”—Op. cit.;
pp. 11-12.

I have quoted at length from Coleridge only with a view to
directing the attention of the readers to one important fact—
viz. how the intellects of great literary critics converge together
on important issues., As the proverb runs: ‘FaifEeay fg
[ZRAFT ZI'—<All great men think alike.”

Abhinavagupta explains IFITLI as :—
‘egeafafcaT v asard-aAmr-faagoag:
TEXT

feu1 fFa-
z2 3 fAedssgy e wafawaEie |

AEATIE: FIHER A TR 98 74 |28
Ay Seafiamsgg i amﬁéa fara v
TR AR SRR ENA T A
faT-aeggas o
EXPOSITION

§45. In the preceding section the Dhvanikara has shown
how ¥ as a definition of safy is too wide ( srfg-sared )
on the ground that in all the cases of Hﬁﬁfﬁﬁr\?’?r FET,

10 ‘
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there is no universal agreement between the two. The present
Karika is meant to supply one more reason for discarding
such, a view, by stating that in E%H;GST FEUT there is no
trace of €53 at all, as the SIS which is to be suggested
is wanting in this variety of @&fuIT. For example, words like
JTI, FJS cte. are used figuratively to convey senses that
are different from their striotly derivative meanings (‘o‘{f{qrﬁ-
ST 74), and yet it would not be proper to designate them
as £gf7 merely because there is H&TUT.  Still that would have
bzen exactly the case if the view put forward by the opponents
—viz. that W% is the definition of afq, had been adopted.
Abhinavagupta explains the Kdgrikd as follows :—

“Tq g% SO YIfq ATEULIE qF F1 EATT-ATIT:
TIFAT I ST YT FASA ATNeq, waty  arrreEy
F sFATSATR sAe—FeAfy ) sEvar § ogsEn
SIECPIGEENRGE CRCICHIIR S IRTEE L B O U )
wacaTa faau-afvmeadeu-saaamgaan | aae— feer
saw:  Fifkag gweniaframag ¢ fw & afemy
w-faaareran wgEar afg 7 ea9: 9 wata ; @ an
sqffsaagre: | Swafvar  wexen  gfgat ol wteforet
Yead: | arfe-agne e Sfaged IS T
eIl FAMTFT TR | SEATATIEE ATSH /AT |
Foeq wiaqaaar feud o wfgmsq | geare: aEErEd
i qeat fava: | oem gARgafa ga T 5 A
fefsagfesa wawm wadfa 7 afewat sqaasgagre 1"
—OQOp. cit, pp. 146-147.

qaTfad... .. . eEq@A—Tt  might be argued, however,
that if the above view be conceded, there would be no tgfy
at all wherever such terms as 19Uy, STTFEGTFQ etc. are

LY
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used. But contrary instances are not rare. The Vrttikire
answers .|  ““We do not state that there should be no =gfT
at all wherever frEz-s&firF terms are employed. There may
be £7fq in such cases. But that does not compromise our
position at all. For, if we analyse critically we will be able to
discover that in those cases, the source of €5 is not these
%z words ( W, J199Y, qfﬁqs\a, etc.) themselves, but
some other factor. And as such the opinion expressed above
is universally valid.” As Abhinavagupta comments :—

77 Rafelt smify seafranfasarsrses mwiwe-
T (p)FARY wravarlE-ss-afaAsia  SdaHE-
safi 1 g@m, W g T eEvaeE A g g
AT INATAL saw-2a1arad | % fg fragwr-raedy
AATAT-TRTIFE  ET0q T30S TGAT | JIE—AFTA-
WA Tsswdda ) ag srafkq-eaatzass-san-
faad: W'—°Locana, loc. cit., p. 147.

TEXT

g1 wfy 93—
geai gia’ aftasa gugeasiagaa. |
IR ®F a LA A7 TAAGIR: WLl

s fi awanfrgrffedvarm-aw e
w9 o4 MY TERAGETAT AN AT G I T !
T 95 |

EXPOSITION

§46. The Dhvanikara adduces a fresh argument, apart from
all considerations of the fallacies shown above (viz. stfgsarfig
and eqTftq ), against WfHq being the definition of =afd.
The contents of FEUT and sgHT are altogether different,
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and in view of this, it is not proper to regard the one as the
attribute ( ST ) of the other. It might, however, be
asked : What is the difficulty in considering the SIS too
as &Y and thus dispensing with the fourth function of
Suggestion. In that case, there can be raised no objection
on the ground of fallacious definition. The present Karikd
is intended as a reply to such a possible contention. As
Abhinavagupta puts it —

“gd g7 a9 wirgeay wafafds  quaearfer ) @9
afs sansifradan qar wiia-afaat edy safreaagre
entfeeafasatfa: |« svgomeanf sga—wag o= o wi-
wA qf safw | gty afgvar sgurenmad T afgya
AT | 7 ¥ fysfavgnigaafiwe: )y 99 ww g
FAUTHG=AT | qF SHOT qraRHEAEayar I |
w|aA 9 gatafaean | 7 9 afgeasfr G swon-

I T, FATATAITAETR |l— Op. cit., pp. 147-48,
The YGTSA cannot be ®&F for the simple reason-viz. that
the conditions of F&[UIT are absent here. To be FHUT, there
must be g@qm’a*rw and SIS, In the expression <TgTAt
;" the term TET signifies IT through TFEFUT because the
primary sense of the term, viz, ¥&Tg, is incompatible and
because there is some end in view—viz. the cognition of e
and qTaHcg originally appertaining to the stream on the bank
thereof. But ZcT-qTdcd too cannot be similarly conveyed
through S&0[[, for in that case it should be shown that even
the secondary sense of the term T, viz. <, is incompati-
ble, which is, however, not the case. Nor is there any S[Iﬁ\':r?r
for resorting to a second FEWT. And if, for the sake of argu-
ment, some Srq“]\'vra' be forged out, that would entail a
regressus'ad infinitum (SFTA€AT), because the second NATST
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would again be conveyed through F&OT, for the justification
of which a third JAIST would have to be posited and so on.

Abhinavagupta explains the Kdrika as follows :—

geqi ghgafaarsarad afwasa afegara Togear
FHATETAT AFET ATETET WA IAMTAT, A AHS FHT
gawAETEed R, ax e atag G s T
Frat sty | Fq: e araE-emqRe QR
wfrcaNgTafaacs gsaed g AT FHAT L A A
TRIATI(AAT:  Teqeq  ATHFAT | qqraE q AT
fafraracer TRNARTET YT FTFEIEE L aTd
sau-FauET F faex g wa: | amag gfa el
fadar: 1"—Locana, pp. 148-49.

Mammatabhatta reproduces the very words of the
Dhvanyaloka and its commentary °Locana in his Kavyaprakdsa.
Compare : “TET SAGATATY @ FAMEAN | FO

TEEFAERST qTATATTL Fpar ' —srsr -t fararas=n
T SHUAT FEEIGNETT AFIGEIAAA LT qEHRT
TR | T FATA SASTATGASAT A | AT —“ATEET
Mt 1 ATt N genar & qradaEdl g9l
TaEra) gAa 7 ax Tgiadean: gXfian 1 <FEAErT
ST’ || FeardararieTd g 1 9T I— -
“ogd T EH ATAT AT A BT AV
T sEERaReRT 7 qe’: Tegta: n”
—qe Tg-weT: sty ward R q@ waafy, qg afc
adsfr gamy: Tanq aq TAWH SEAY | T T a2 TRANSH: |
AT A | A T TFREEEE  qEed TEaqTd Sevia:
gae: | AT st wed fefsaq s 0 T o TEE
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gsaeaefia g wfarafagrans: i
“qgHCATATAT TAT AT et 1’
—aafy gaisTd Jreead aF TNSAAFARY I THIATw -
[T wpamdifasaaaar Waq 11— Ulldsa 11
TEXT

§99 1 IHE—

ATEAAATNT TuF e |

SIRFAFYA 97 WEIARY FIH 112

e wfiw 9 gugfa | seafavas
aoreg | Aft wfgt fafsaraeareear, @3

T TR THIT =910+ | awE afetean ||
EXPOSITION

§ 47. In the present kdrikd the Dhvanikdra winds up
the above discussion. ‘FTHFeATHIVN . . .. FHT FAH —HEGIT
depends invariably on IJTAFE or STﬁ-TEIT, since the incom-
patibilty of the HEATH or primary scnse first presented
through the function of Denotation or IPAHT is the conditio
sine qua non of &MY, whereas tf, which is completely
independent of fAYT is based solely on Suggestion, a finc-
tion which is found to belong to unmeaning sounds ( SIFTHF-
§9 ) even. This being the case it is absurd to maintain that
sqfq and wf§g are identical or the ome (®afd ) is
defined or determined by the other ( @&UT or WiFT ). As
Abhinavagupta explains ;:—

“Ireigfr—aentfafa | aaisfragesyda saur, aq
gREtaFc AT TeATaar  agEEATRIEE agges-
WA= Qe Nr-sEfngyee goad: | o 59 wad-
eSSl weaw €y ¢ Oreafawaetfafy )l wadeie-
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dgfo—qemfefy | advsfeaftaerr qquaga = fre-
[ELRIC] TETY %ﬂ’fﬁ@ﬁf:u—OP. cit., p. 151. Mammata-

bhatta’s arguments are substantially based on the Dhvanya-
Ioka and its commentary, though he notes a few more points
that differentiate H&quIT from sgSSAT. Compare :—

“aq Aisten @9 @y sy, <l St g w
ger: 3 Afgaw’ sfe, Aty fassa s
afafg g3’ wardt saviansagt e wsw, Gfveag-
QWG walw, qaanwew el TaoEgsaiesaty
FISA TAT: FTNFAAT A ! AR TEIET AT
sty ywriasmaitnd gafmaaaia | T @9 g@AET
Afvag-gaee safag aFaq | udrgETeg geiie-fade-
Fwa  fagerrastaadasy: deg-gaeafs dad
A I—aar O fress’ sare faafaaeaaarsy st
- EATE-ATH:, T FATT ST ?  SHATAN SASSATTLT-
arafageny sfv sfqwifeaq ) aar 9 gua-geadershar
A qRAFAAIEAT-qRA -y AT ST AT T
freTgsear JaTg: |

“F F FEACHFAT SqAT, TRTINT A& SAR N T o
AR, AAATTHEAANT T WA | T NAAEA,
FRTAFANTTEIRONYG T g2 | A o AR(TAAS, TSI
FF-FAfATEIS T faaaty  aw  gteg—satagr-
AAUA-SEETe I AATaad | sqaafara iy s isAag-
g UF |\'—Kdavyaprakasa, Ullasa V.

eqTfi:. . . .suTy~d—Having thus refuted the argument

of the opponents, endeavouring to define €3fq by means of
SO on the ground of the fallacy of sifqeutfia, the
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author adds that it is also vitiated on account of the fallacy
of 3=qTfea as well. For, in cases of Tqeafa, wrasafq etc.,
that are varicties of S FETHHTFI—a subdivision of the
faafaaragcarea<alyy, there is no trace of FEUT at all,
since the primary sense (WT&) is not found to be incompa-
tible in those cases. As Abhinavagupta puts it :—

“uaafgeqTaTareaTdd I1Et SaaY qar—sfy sET-
warfremfty  sateara ety surase—arsatRaTaEdfy |
e uEfaeTeded: | a g9 wfvwad g afz wha-
W, 7 wng wenifan ) 7 daq ) afafaarsdsta whia-
“gavigsyrfreardt | Frafifn— wart gar sag 00—
°Locana, pp. 151-152,

TEXT

§ 4= | FEafay afa-dAge
&1 g FAZITHTA, |
A1 TTHRET SIRIIEERSIERaN Ve Afg

AMIBHOGAT TR |
EXPOSITION

§ 48. Thus, the first two sub-contentions of the 'qu.;
aifedq’s being confuted, they might fall back on the third
view—viz. Wfdq is the SUSHT (accidens) of wafq. An
JISLM is an  occasional mark, just as the FH[F (crow) is
an SIS of AFIT-Tg, ic. a crow sitting on the top of
Devadatta’s residence serves to distinguish it from other
houses, and a§ such it is a distinguishing accidens of Deva~
datta’s residence.r It is important, however, to keep in view

1 Compare : “....HAXg 93TET (Y| AL TAET F1F
w1 Sl FF gafy qe’ qg (€ weemaRgRd S 1’
—Mahabhdsya on Papini I. 1. 26.
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the distinction between IGFHI on the one hand and fagtaey
and ST on the other. (1) IForwld sqrasid FasaralT
fadvuq—aen foqaesy’ ; (3) gl sarada) fagam-
=t Swfn—aar Foirsgenafyd aw: S 3T ; ()
SATFE FAGAN fadaraeafy  gvowTm—aar FTEAR
A =7 1)

It is true that Wi is an occasional mark of safq as
is attested by the existence of W{¥T in the varieties of s7f-
afaqatsasafy. But the opponents can gain nothing thereby.

Nor is the position of the Dhvani-theorists compromised in
the least by such an admission. Compare °Locana :—

“ag Ar yg safafefy whiafd 98 soq ar=9g
AFTsATBaTT | Susww g wiisafi—ay safniafy, a7
wirgcafa s wageafadl wfn 7 aedeq &4-
7feq | qaraar ¥ 5 gweq fagm, 5 ar werfeaw ?
gfr 1 aarg—=eafatefa 1 —boc. cir.

The following extract from Vidyadhara’s Ekdvali is a
faithful resumé” of the foregoing sections ofthe Dhvanyaloka
dealing with the position of the WiaqarfaT’s :—
™Sy wERRTETIEEsy  ft § waqafused a od
gezaa: | whgedfraafy acarafuly  aafmfs: ax
wikg-sasay: 5 qrneaw, sq wirsdaseny, sqedfr
qr? AN qeT; | SIS TeafaRg E gt
QIBEA-FHATL | qA1fg  qeardararaaemEsaad qR: |
TIY-T1GAT G4 FISeT @ IANITE g =T | aq Faeaql-
TR gEegEare | T Wafagd smacafe )
wia-saadt fray fred 1 frer-adaifae L ag o

qHAIfT a“rrmﬁ ﬁrwn gur we-gzrfe ) 9 fediat



154 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

FEIATO-FOOTAEAT | Fenfg—aaven Faw-safaif-
@Rd FrermE-tEer | atkiaa fed sk
A Ag gafwvar 7 faay 9 g wlaeg agrs
fetfs | gur e Geafadawe @t wRwnER wEtes
&g | saRfeaRea e aredsen gqiaufed fad=asa-
At weafa guert wesfa safas aacag  faegaaf)
saq fg faa=satteurd ovqd, 7 g fafag saeaq 1 7
gdta: | faafeqragEsa aq wRgIsfha@Emam )
SoegueTarastt  wig-sawafasEETasT | 9u-
o faarfy Sawaoitaes faga | dw 9q FFada wadr-

grqwifaar safreaafy wearearad 1”—O0p. cit., pp. 48-51.
TEXT
§yge | afza uvrﬁxa wfqe v T agf-
sqRe afEadtse wET: any @ wRTd I aém
F F QU FHO-FO- T AT |
EXPOSITION
§49. It might, however, be maintained that inspite of
all that has been said against Wi being the essential and
invariable attribute of eqfe, there is no necessity of exzz
ciating the definition of Higa afresh, for 'ﬂﬁﬂ, as it has
been admitted by all as the IqFHT of =5, can well
serve the function of a SV, inasmuch as the object of
F&or and IJYSYY s the same—viz. differentiation (FTAL-
=q7gfd). Such an objection is answered by the Vyttikara
in the text : gfg =...... E?HE&HH‘\EV:——Such a course of
argument if carried to its logical extreme, might be applied
to the domain of alamikdras as well. For alarkdras have
as their basis, words, senses and their mutual relation (viz.
HFq or STﬁT%TT), and as all these elements that constitute the
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foundation of all figures of speech have been fully discussed
and analysed by the Grammarians and the Mimansakas,
there is left very little scope for the authors like Bhamaha,
Udbhata etc. for displaying their erudition and critical
acumen and applying them to the task of severally defining
the figures of speech. All their labours would be regarded
as quite uncalled for and useless. As Abhinavagupta notes :—

“q7  wiaeTaftatad e ar | agreduHe ¥ At
aft gaawd wafosafa areafa 51 & qeoaadmgng
—afe Ifq afwgmfagawa & s@wwwt ans: )
dgza  AfvgEd FaEww-dEesfiefd  FAadas-
FIOT AT 2 GAT—JgIorg F1A sraw zfa qarfes -
gy fefqaraidleaerqdat F9 o0 SO0 a1 $AAgE
wifafy gal faaws g JIE—oHu-Fo-aa=d-
Tag:—z(@ 1|"—O0p. cit., pp. 161-162.

TEXT

§ue | fRa—

ARdsd: Fad =TT ag-afatEia O e
Ol A e et awsfafaia @)
geqE ‘afrwarfa @ oo @9 g dfag g
waF-geE-au et dg9n w0

Isf  AEET- eSSl AR T
fay sty 7 qdgmarfe: | a9 swan diear aegHmonr
g aErrfRvegn sfaafasi amreins’
aq @1 T Al A SEw ) Afg g A
FASTAT  FrEaTaUfam & SeIErEaEa aq asfa
gwbrnfaa

zfy sfeTFTrRAEE Y S gaw e |
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EXPOSITION

§ 50 But, if despite all the positive proofs adduced by
the Dhvani theorists in favour of £gfq being regarded as a
novel element of poetry, the opponents persist in their theory
and belittle the efforts of the former, the Dhvanikdra replies :
FEANSY . . ..7A:—“If it be argued that s9f7 had been already
defined by the ancients in so far as they recognised ufgg as
an additional function and included such figures of speech as
qgTaTET, AYEIIIIAGT cte. within the scheme of their works,
we can only bow and say that our labours have been so far
saved thereby. For, we have no fascination at all for re-
serving to ourselves the credit of being recognised as ithe
founders of a new school or propounders of a novel theory.
Our object has been to establish g on a firm basis with
the help of logic and sound reasoning. If we have been long
anticipated by our forerunners, we have no grudge at all for
that. We are all the more thankful to them. But inspite of
all this, we can claim this much credit for ourselves that it is
we who have first systematised the Dhvani theory by giving
it a new form and shape and classifying with logical
precision the different varieties of Dhvani under definite
heads.” As Abhinavagupta observes :—

“qr ¥q  AqElHIed  qEFEIaRaRdt gee,
facfrgg | qafe &1 Sw—ga@frndag—fFEIEmE -
Op. cit., p. 162.

Thus, the Dhvanikdra has at length refuted the views of
the Negativists (Sl‘ma'a'rfai’s) and the VTfW‘q’TFE?{’S as
well. But it might be contended that the third view which
holds that the real nature of =9fd is indefinable (‘HF=Y

arai feaqufawd qeaqs(Eadiad) remains unassailed and
the Karikakara is inconsistent in not having examined this
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view. To this Abhinavagupta answers: “True that the
Karikdkara has neither examined this third contention in
any Karika nor has he confuted it in explicit terms. Yet it
is prima facie evident that the view of the third group of
opponents cannot stand in view of the fact that the Karikdkdra
has already furnished a definition of dhvani in the Kdrika :
a9 qeqT q1—' (113 ) and overthrown Negativists and
ﬁTrEEHa'rf\&'F(’s, and that is why he has not thought it necessary
to revert to it and refute it afresh. But the Vrttikdra
anticipating such a possible objection does not fail to accord
due consideration to the view of the a;asaa‘uﬁqma'rfaq’s
and refute it in the text : ‘Fsfq. .. .ZreafaTFwan‘szf ug’. Compare :

“TF PATRTIATIAIE, WFeaeqy] qai 7 AUFaar qweoig-
rgeasd frugana | o9 ga gEwifer g aftaa-

FrEl T oqaq 1 qfasy  Ausaafr syawmgree
FBF  qqIAAET FrOFAfT—AsfeafaAT’— Locana, pp.
162-63. Fsfq....qq JGFAH—The Kdrikakdra has defined
the general characteristics of all the safiareg’s in I 13 and
the specific varieties of €¥f have been defined and discussed
in Kdarikas 11. 1 ff. Thus the Kérikdkdra has been successful
igis attempt to define £qfe in all its detail. If, however,
despite this the opponents be obstinate enough to argue
that 3 is indescribable and indefinable and profess thean-
selves to be agnostics so far as the nature of £fq is con-
cerned, the Dhvani-theorists cannot but submit and answer
that everything would be indefinable om such a view,

afg g, .. gaanfaaTfaT g@’'— But if it is meant to be
a mere hyperbole intended to convey the indescribable charm
of =qf that surpasses all other elements of poetry like [ur’s
ABFTTS etc. in beauty and strikingness, that beggar all
verbal descriptions, we cannot but concede the reasonableness
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of such a view and agree with them whole-heartedly.’
Compare °Locana :—

“IFaaAr AAT—aArd: weAr ar—'  gfa wrarEeet
sfaaifeas 1 gegmrar g e fadveww  wiisafy
‘grateR @i warfRET | T g sad: gt
wauRa FfERUFaq | ANy s dsaaae
faum fAweny = faeusqaraed  gefaunt ffas
gfaqas | aEmameR g afagedaeny  gefawen
wag— @ 7 fgfawr sfr ggwifafr Sifpwmi
et e | afqaawafa | ger qrasaft ged
frafe wfa  sRaefoeiwasaredadaar greevat
sfqaefagthfn afiaw st foag n2—op. ., p. 163.

In the Third Uddyota the Vryitikdra elaborately examincs

this view of the SBEOIATATET’s, from which we quote
below for easy reference :—

“... TE-TEETHT SN TEIAET A | qF AL
watT ¥ Fwrfsy afvagfaaeds serafus w -Gt
ATRAATER TN Fed a9 safyeuage sfq aewa
saesad afaq aegaafafy aifrsaamgfr | g wee
TATITHACAE Afroezer aft qogaaaai | arawmacg
SHIEY s Ay fafiw 1t o fr sareay g,
SATEATAY 9 EIHI | ageafafaarein-fayagvara
g fawEarwEnse | aeAEAeTE qaasIEEET
7 Feafaq genafy | srdisTIedaRsa qearteTE Ay |
FrArTEea i s afy sETaATE g g
gERsay Fafaq aafy sEafaRant  @fRwmmfer T
gafa ) qut smvsRaizaswag | RO T
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qrAreETaads  geafeafaufreadarsT ) swiwmfa
aat afegfadeddaaasds | dafewr g f§ wawafa,
EIAT U fg seami @ sfa seary faufata:

“aq AfeeaEd  gd-eau-favd a@igmi 9feg  aq
TeRaqleEt Aty freafarm ) 5z g wraad-
HA-FI-TFTIA AT ATEL-TIAG 7 Ifpaq | Srgwaa
T 797 Seralaeant qarsens safq-oan  wiasfy !
TEATY, BT AYSATE SREATHEATH qeqFane eaf-
s qrea: | afrewEan—

“gATE@arRATac frateardqan saa: |
T BHW, SHO g GreAIsEr afEEE u”
—Op. cit., pp. 517-520.

End of Uddyota I.

T We should note that according to the Buddhist philoso-
phers a definition ( &7 ) of a thing is absurd and impossible.
We quote here the following extract from the Mddhyamika-
& of Candrakirti, the great scholiast of Nagarjuna’s
Madhyamika-Karika. ‘5= 939 1 Joodv @5AQ W dHaT
ar 1 g afg qmEg §°9, W swfieran, aewTag sawair
q qeowoA | wwursy fReAEn aeRdaq weEdfr T aaw:{s
TAT FEITFER] SEUET ST (0 T | Tq2F T I70899,
sau-frdaar w@qwEa | s (7 7)) faer (Se ?- ey
JIT FAMRAAGFRAT SAT-@rAay e seaw seaqm)
FEATST  FAIENAT]  FEATARHIT SAA 7 S IEIATE]
9T AT —

“HEITY BATHITA], A TeREATSHANY |
qarcaTETFaea g faeaed wfad war w’sfa
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a7 faar gcargega oen-esaufag) swar afafa) gar =

e g
“ugrard (7 ?) arfafeatar @ @ aragn)

a faay g fafe: 59 @y faad o -wfan”
—Op. cit., p. 17 ( Calcutta Edition ),

(The above text of the Mdadhyamika-vrtti seems to be

extremely corrupt).

Nevertheless, Buddhist philosophers like Dharmakirtti
and others have not desisted from defining & (Cf. o=
s FeAO AT —Nydyabindy), WA and other
categories. The Dhvanikdra, too, takes his stand on the
practice and precedent of the Buddhist philosophers and
defines =afH, even though in the ultimate analysis eafw like
all other things is indefinable ‘and as such he cannot be
blamed for any inconsistency regarding his position.

5



APPENDIX I

Mahimabhatta and the Definition of Dhvani
(Dhvanyaloka, 1. 13)

It is well known that Mahimabhatta is one of the most
ruthless critics of the theory of Suggestion advanced by
the exponents of the Dhvani School. We propose to confine
ourselves to the consideration of the definition of dhvani as
furnished by Anandavardhana in his Dhvanydgloka and the
vigorous criticism it has evoked at the hands of Mahimabhatta.
Anandavardhana’s definition of dhvani is as follows :——

“A species of poetry wherein a word suggests a meaning
by making its primary meaning subordinate to the former, or
the primary meaning subordinates itself to the meaning suggest-
ed by it, has been called Dhvani by scholars.”’*

Mahimabhatta’s foremost charge against this definition
is that the qualifying adjunct, upasarjanikyrta-svarthau, is quite
a misfit. An adjective to be significant, must be probable (sam-
bhava) in the first instance, and secondly it must also be variable
(vyabhichdra)—i. e. it must not be the invariable attribute of the
substance which is to be qualified by it.2 These are the two

serions of a true adjective. As for instance, when we say,
“fire is cold’ (§ito vahnik), ‘coldness’ (Saitya) cammot be an ad-
jective with reference to the substantive ‘fire,” since ‘coldness’
in fire is impossible, being contradicted by experience as it fs.
Similarly, in the sentence ‘fire is hot’ (usno vahnik) the so-

1 gareh: ey A1 awduTESAiEaEaT |
sasET Freartade: @ satafeky gikbn stra i—
Dhvanydloka, I, 13.
2 Compare : gewa-satwarrwal @mg, Frivradag |
7 faw 7 =ae afg: Fary AR l—
Kumdrila,
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called adjective ‘hot’ (usnah) is quite redundant inasmuch as the
quality of heat is the unique and invariable characteristic of fire,
and as stch serves no useful purpose by being predicated of
the latter anew. But in the expression ‘a blue lotus’ (nilam
utpalam), the adjective ‘blue’ is perfectly legitimate, since
it is possible and also wariable not being solely confined to
the class of lotuses. A lotus need not bhe necessarily blue,
it may bered as well. Viewed in this light the adjective
upasarjanikrta-sva as meant to qualify artha becomes devoid
of significance, lacking as itdoes one of the essential features
of a true adjunct. For, as the primary sense is used only for the
sake of giving rise to the cognition of a new sense, it necessarily
follows that the former is subservient to the latter, being only a
means to this end. When we infer ‘fire’ from ‘smoke’, the latter is
subservient to the former, and it requires no additional state-
ment to bring home to our mind the subservient character of
smoke, which is but an instrument. Now the dhvani-theorists
might defend their position by arguing that it need not always
be the case, that when there is a suggested sense the primary
sense should bhe subservient. For example, in the figures of
speech like samdsokti, parydyokta etc., where we have the cogni-
tion of a suggested senmse, the prlimary sense is predominant,
being intended to beconveyed as such by the poet and not the
suggested sense which only serves to embellish the former.
And consequently the adjective upasarjanikrta-sva serves a
definite purpose by distinguishing a case of dhvani
from  gupibhiita-vyanigya where the suggested sense i

secondary only. But for the qualifying clause there w@éﬁ
have been no way of distinguishing the ome from the
other, the cognition of the suggested sense being equally existent
in both the varieties. Mahimabhatta retorts that this explana-
tionis not at all convincing. The primary senseis predominant
no doubt, not with reference to the suggested sense, but with
reference to the universe of discoutse or context. It would be
a contradiction in words to hold that the primary sense gene-
rates the cognition of the suggested sense, and at the same time
dominates over the latter. The argument of the dhvani-theorists
is vitiated by a confusjon of issues. They fail to take cognisance
of the essential difference between contextual difference and
logical predominance. The predominance of the primary semse
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comsists only in its being relevant to the context. But as a
means to the understanding of the suggested sense it is subordi-
nate to the latter.! That a primary meaning is the logical ground
for the cognition of the suggested meaning is not open to ques-
tion. And even if it be admitted that the dhvani-theorists by the
above logic have been able to prove the significance of the
adjunct upasarjanikrta-sva by showing its variability (vyabhicira)
in regard to the primary sense, it does not improve their position
a whit further. For, nothing substantial is gained thereby. It
caunot be denied that gunibhiit-ryarigya possesses the same
charm and excellence as a dhvani-kavya does. And as such it is
nothing more than mere scholasticism to draw an imaginary
line of distinction between the two varieties which are
exactly akin from the viewpoint of aesthetic relish.2

Riyyaka, however, would in no way yield up his position,
and his admirable and scholarly defence of the issue raised by
Mahimabhatta is worth perusal. In interpreting the motive of
the Dhvanikara, he states that there might be three different
ways in which the term gumikrta-sva (i e. upasarjam‘k_rta-sva)
might be explained. Firsily, the primary sense is subservient as
it is a means to the final cognition of the suggested semse;
secondly, it might be subordinate owing to its being less charm-
ing than the suggested sense and lastly, it is subordinate as it is
not embellished by the suggested sense, since (in a case of dhvani)
it is halting in character, the suggested sense being sought to

fay T A T A FHTEIFATSY SR qG Ao
ENEIT | A TAAEEEAT | AT — ST e ey —
T fg SR AT ST SR gt
TEFNHARIRFRE qEEET | el 9 0 fegergesH-

WETAtAIR U V— Vyaktiviveka, pp. 10-12 (Kashi Sanskrit
Series) .

2 ‘fAesft  dEETETIRANATY, RISty ey
ATTITY qIrATfafT Jea’—— Ibid., p. 12. Compare also the
Dhvanikdarikd —

‘AT AErRfa e AT |
TIgATTSgENT HOT weed Jifvar \—III. II
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be primarily conveyed. Mahimabhatta has certainly full justifica~
tion for his criticism if it is meant to be directed against the
first two interpretations, for then it becomes difficult to show
the variability of the adjectival clause gumikrfa-sva. For, if
the first explanation be adopted dhvani and gunibhita-vyangya
cannot be distinguishable, the primary sense being equally
subservient in both the cases, and consequently nothing
is gained by the addition of the qualifying adjective. The
adoption of the second view would also be of no avail,
as has been made out by Mahimabhatta himself, for in the
gunibhiita-vyangya variety too it is the suggested semse that is
really charming and the denotational semse is as much insipid
and pedestrian as in a case of dhvami. But the Dhvanikira,
when he used the restrictive adjunct gupikria-sva in regard to
artha in the definition of dhvand, had in view neither of these two
explanations, but the third interpretation, which if adopted would
make the addition of the qualifying clause inevitable and sig-
nificant. For, the essential distinction of dhwvans from gunibhata-
vyargya lies in this that while in the latter the primary sense
is embellished by the suggested sense in the former it is not so,
the suggested sense being predominant there. And thus in
Rilyyaka’s showing the term gupibhita-vyargye is as much signifi-
cant as the term nilg in #ilam utpalam, being not the unique and
invariable characteristic of the primary sense, which lacks this
attribute in a piece of gunibhita-yyarigya poetry.r And conse-

I ey st ST —aduader (g aggk-
AT FCA A NITICATENTT,  NAAHATILAT  HATeed (a0
amratmumTsEeE Afn T own gewafia ) @A sy
gy | qar fe ) arsweadR RTINS AT
gefearfe a1 fo gedarrEied - | HATEASEY g
w9 A, g ATsaRs STEEsAR | qeeg gen
Tﬂw-mﬁmmu frgrfra: | qefe—awraTaTdy SeA-
sat arsaraY afreYsty 7 wwakr faafa W, St ATt
TR FITAN-E | T arooeq wfanraeq EELSAY
FTRE - Ry |

TofigaATaT 7 ST |

m%m‘em&r oY EXIFAT N3 G
-—-Rﬁyyaka s Vyaktiviveka-vydkhydna, p. 13,
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quently, the non-mention of this adjunct would only entail a
confusion between the two principal divisions of kgvya according
to Dhvanikara. Thus, Mahimabhatta’s criticism is wide of
the mark and is an outcome of malicious spite.

The mnext point of attack in the definition is that
the term §abda with its qualifying adjectival clause gunikridrtha
is quite unnecessary and at the same time absurd
(asambhava). According to Mahimabhatta words have only
one function-viz. demotation, and as such they cannot convey
anything beyond the primary sense. In Mahimabhatta’s theory
the s>-called suggested sense is inferred from the primary sense,
which is directly conveyed by words themselves. Thus there
can be no direct function of words with regard to the suggested
sense, as the dhyami-theorists would have it.t

Moreover, the adjective gunikridriha as applied to sabda
is implausible, being contrary to our reasoning. Sabda or word
is always subordinate to the sense expressed by it, being only
a symbol, an instrument to convey that idea. Only in a case
of imitation can the words alone have any primary
significance per se, the sense being totally overlooked. For, when
we quote somebody’s statement we only mean to represent the
words themselves (which were actually uttered by the original
speaker) in that very sequence, without busying ourselves i the
first instance with the ideas they stand for.? Butin a case
of suggestion a word cannot subordinate its sense in the way above
n9.1.:ed, for the suggested sense cannot be understood without
the previous cognition of the primary sense. Thus, in a case of
dhvani the words must first of all express the primary sense, which
on its part, will ultimately make the understanding of the sugges-
ted sense possible. And it is nonsense to argue, notwithstanding
the contradiction it entails, that the word still subordinates the

I e JASART A | T S {HaEAER srre-
TITARIIR A ATOETq 1—ibid. pp. 13-14.
2 T F [EI(ITARET  IUES AlFAEE G |
— ‘
“d FUHeANRE gfedeeTET 9 |
Fftrgarg o siwiemnfafs W’ —ibid, p. 14.
’
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primary sense. For, such a line of argument is tantamount to
holding that the jar subordinates the water for which it is re-
quisitioned. The criterion that must be kept in view in distin-
guishing the subordinate from the principal is that while the
former is susceptible of replacement, the latter admits of no such
personal choice or substitution. Tor example, the jar might be
replaced by a bucket, and it would equally serve the end in view.
The same standard applies to wordstoo. A particular word might
be replaced by a synonymous word which would in no way affect
the primary sense. Thus a word is invariably subordinate to
the primary sense which is always principal, and as such the
adjective upasarjanikyigriha as qualifying $abda is absurd and
contradictory,?

Another defect in the definition of dhvani is that the pro-
nominal stem af referring to the expression pratiyamdnar vasits
(Dhvanydloka, i.5.) has been used in the masculine instead of
in the neuter, which would have bheen grammatically correct. If
the masculine form has to he retajned in the definition the pre-

vious forms have to be changed in keeping with grammatical
consistency.?

I, 9T g SUOSIHrAEEaiEt ud aw qedmaEwa: | Ay
fe oy, ) o syesHEdRfE gaE g | -
FIRLATEATE qUIET geTfacaad Saaiia | srayr wyrdgegawyr fafd-
FudT W | wq ud werid sfafreiay desf-asmmegE
SR :—ibid., Pp. 15-17.

2z fF= afafy qa gwaq fMEasom: | qeaEaesw -
e fregarad: | T 9 aftegmtafe: sfEad: s )
TR TG GHROFEATTAL THFAAT | 49 aHF—

ST AT UF rseisfe amfty AgrswEET |
Ns&Y sfgrafafezasta smaufiargarg 1'—

T, wet e ey g 9 mfmale e [
@iT ‘aegafe’-fr 1 e fg efaei® wieeds geafcaes
qftgel W@ | ¥¥ g UF UF O EAfResm | gdE "
SRUAT HI€Y H—ibid, pp. 91-g2,
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Mahimabhatta further criticises Anandavardhana, for using
the expression kdvyaviSesah (‘a particular species of poetry’).
According to the Dhvanikira a literary composition to be kavya
must be enlivened by the suggestion of the aesthetic emotion,
the dhvans par excellence. So, without rasa-dhvani there can be
no kdvya at all. Consequently, it is futile to circumscribe the
sphere of dhvani by qualifying the term kdvya by visesa, inas-
much as it gives rise to the false notion that there are other speci-
mens of kdvya besides what can be properly subsumed under
dhvans. Nor can there be any varying degrees of charmin the
aesthetic realisation which can be made the basis of this differenti-
ation implied by the expression kdvya-vifesah, for in each case the
final blissful experience is indeterminate in its character and
does not admit of any determinate analysis leading to comparison
inter se.! It might be argued that there are nine different emo-
tions (rasa), and the distinction implied might have reference to
any particular emotion amongst them. But such a course of
argument would lead to the exclusion of poetic compositions
from the category of dhvani-kdvya that do not suggest that parti-
cular sentiment.? One might however contend that there

1 ufy ¥ wreafRw sfr Feoew  fafasecaweeEn ) -
A wfrerrRafRivE A TRER, 08 WRAFREIEER D aq
¥ @
“FTITATHT § WATdEqar AT gL |
Hr=agre AT NI MF: T@ Haar: 1
T 7 ger faiw: @wafy faageeaRenTrag | T_g—

“OTEITRY FEATER da: FYRE W 1
TEEATRLFET g @ &
Tl o saeafeadt e
-y GRfTaRl a9 gt ARE: 1’

;1 TENIE AqRT FTeaad @ | fe R 2R smreeniie-

JaTq Nevaat €A dEAI—ibid. pp. 93-95.

2 99 @Al dfsdr  qaw: Fewen  fafmeatafy g
FxgmeTa: | @@ fg afifeawreT g7 o i @y, -
TFAERA:, ATCAAER | T 9 @A R e e e s —
p. 98.
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are other varieties of suggested sense besides rasa~dhvani
which is raised to the status of the soul of literary art—wviz.
vastu-dhvani and alamkdra-dhvans, Thus, when rasa-dhvani would
be characterised by the suggested vasiuw and alarthdra severally
or jointly, then and then only would it be regarded asa specimen
of dhvani-kdvya. But this defence too would be of no avail, for
when a piece of poem manifests exclusively a particular emotion
without suggesting either vastw or alamkdra, the designation of
dhvani would not be applicable—a ridiculous position, which
is very hard to accept.! Consequently, the qualifying word
vifesa is indefensible.

Msahimabhatta, following Bhaftandyaka, severely criticises
the dual ending in vyanktah as also the use of the indeclin-
able va signifying option.?

Besides, in Mahimabhatta’s opinion the function of
suggestion (vyafijand-vydpdra) is logically absurd and easily
replaceable by Inference.

And lastly, the specific mention of the nominative-viz.
siiribhih, of the participial form kathitah, is needless and conse-
quently unjustifiable.

Thus, summing up, Anandavardhana has committed in
the definition fen glaring mistakes. Needless to point out that
if other subsidiary definitions are put to this critical est, nume-
rous defects would be easily detectable—observest+ Mahima-
bhatta.’

1 ‘TH EeA: Freaem  aegaTATRfeiaR wew emamd,
awt  fwmerfasgea  @ifralEggeaeme | ¥ s
fady eargrw faiWlsworg  gF EREmIRE TR b
qateen fafreato® a1 aF A REFE a1 AT THT sqH-
IR T A § HFe@AT w1ed & frserrara-—p. 99

2 See our notes on Dhvanydloka, I. 13 for Bhatta-
niyaka's criticism and Abhinavagupta’s refutation thereof.

3 ‘adey fafired e wfaRvome: gwEq |
feaam-aredt R wred e |
A9 T FAAEY: HAGT safr-oewoita T g )
T @ TR TRE-FAUEET T J aforan W-—ibid., p. 104,
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Mahimabhatta himself proposes a fresh definition of the so-
called dhvani-kdvya, based upon a critical emendation of Ananda-

vardhana’s definition, in consonance with his theory of Inference.
As he concludes—

a3 sEURIveERE IR ARt T —
ATAEIIAAAT AT TS FFRAF |
raeq: FAfRAq @ Frearataregrr o’
T qEmEd d  I@% Arae | Jgr—afeeg
Tty gfa 1 Fad dama 0! )

1 Ibid., p. 105. See in this connexion the author’s paper
entitled Suggestion versus Inference in Sanskrii Aesthetics
(Indian Culture, Vol. XIII. No. I) for a fuller study of
Mahimabhatta’s doctrine of Inference and his refutation of
the function of Suggestion.
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Supplementary Notes.

§ 3. 5 Compare : ‘Sreyaear: SZfetgogmifaan  wsm

§9 oz
§ 3. 38
§ 14 4z
§15. 44
§ 16, 45

§17. 47

A | a7 sy Ofg et sy
gfagy arh, sawift g 7 sfearta’—d4bhinava-
Bharaii on Ndtyd$astra, Chap. XVI.,, p. 294
( GOS: Edn.).
b2 5 O safeqm:—In MM. Kuppuswami
Shastrin’s Edition it is read as ‘ud: qgaa-
THTEA: FTATCHT T eqaredd: |’
The Sanskrit chdyd of the gdthd cited is as
follows :
w qifiEw fawed: @ gAwIsT ARG |
TR R SSAAAaAT FREeT 1’
T [T wgar fansafy oww faaws e
a1 afas Ty FYTAATIAL: QfAST 0 BT |
ao qAgFHer wawg fEafaaeata |
A7 qgrty g faar arfsvggaen stfsaa 1 s o
& gt faoma: smawTan 0 o Rfy aravesard |
~°Locana,
grdd, wEy  aray freiea gEfisageaes-
ety |
afwarfermt fasd sty ga
BT4T 11
FE A1 7 WA QWY IT Bramw qomeTy |
W HTTATSATOIRH errﬁ:a'an?f TEEREHI 1 BT |

§ zo, . 58 There is some amount of wuncertainty ag

regards the genuinemess of the reading frga-
.
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TETO-FRgFaA ISR in  the Vrui.
This seems to go against the statement of
Valmiki that it was the male =% that was
pierced to death by the fowler's arrow and
not the female H/=4y as implied in the Vr#i
text. But Rajadekhara in his Kdvya-mimdnmisa
echoes the statement of the Vy#ikdra when
he says: “fAwra-frgm-aewds RN FaU-
FEA T Feaaqdied QEAE, @iFgeE
{GOS. Edn. p.7). MM. Kuppuswami Shastrin
in his sub-commentary Upalocana interprets
the Vriti in a somewhat tortuous way to re-
concile it with the Rdmdyapa verse. As he
says = ‘qur fg gfewred “faew. v =f oeend
uF oA~ seedfresa: e foam,
ATFEIATLTE:, aren sifeqe—safa 1 o faao
“faga afemr 3 w=ET sganfon” i -
YT FAATTE: I ; TETO-A=aT 7 gE=fLoe-
seaaTl ARl geETRe: aeet-us-
fraomwa “agadfaesas-’ sft & sgwear
FEETaFAfaar SaeRT—3fg 9 g gy 0’
—He also proposes the emendation ‘fryre-frga-
IEFFH, B=agar, for Rajasekhara’s ‘faar®
... ¥gFUFA, meaning by fETEEEF - as
=FEIHTZTY . But all this seems to be unconvin-
cing. -That Anandavardhana meant by the
expression THET-TEAL. .. .9 ‘the killing
of the female ===’ is further attested by his
statement ‘JIIRARIGE oA qIAISAT in the
Uddyota IV, there being a close parallelism
between HARAI oW and frgaagad-fawg’. See

also MM, Kane's observation on the proposed
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§ 22. 64.

interpretation of MM. Kuppuswami Shastrin:
“The word in ¥a°is wffgw and not fagd ;
besides the &rw has ‘@gaqgad . Supposing
that f7ga is the correct reading we expect
g favgFa<fgaa=H, as he must have been
FIGT before he was shot unawares. Why
should the =H>9 male be *fagsmx ? Fur-
ther, the verse is indicative of Rama’s life.
When ¥IaT was carried away by T4, she
was as if dead to him and it is T that
laments (as WA says arfy wraw fefy about
TM’s condition ). So FI=HIGAT corresponds
with HTg<0r  and  FISA(FR with Rama’s
lamentations, Aund the FTeFIN{ET is quite
clear.””—History of Sanskrit Poetics, D. 349
(1951 Edn.). Had the Vrpitikdra some other
recension of the Rdmdyapa before him ?

TR tag. . . . ... €IS —For  the
explanation of such technical terms of Music
as @, #fq, a9, AT ete. see Rao Sahib
Prabhakar R. Bhandarkar’s article entitled
Contribution to the Study of Anclemt Hindu
Music in Indian Antiguary, 19r2. ‘In music
proper, designated by the term gandharva,
seven mnotes are recognised and named
shadja,  rishabha, gandhdra,  madhyama,
pafichama, dhaivata, and nishdda ( sometimes
also called sapiama or the seventh ), and
represented by the syllables sa, 7, ga, ma, pa,
dha, and ni respectively. ..Vi§vivasu says that,
$rutis are of two kinds, viz., (1) those om
which the notes are located, and (2) those
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which intervene between two motes...Some
mention sixty-six Sruiis, i.e. tweaty two for
each of the three octaves, and have even gone
to the extent of giving names to every ome
of these, others contenting themselves with
naming only the twenty-two. In Bh. (Ndtyasds-
tra) the S$rutis have not been designated by
proper names at all, Some maintain that the
number of Srutis is infinite, which statement, if
it refers to the interval of an octave and is
not merely an extension of the last view of
sixty-six S$rutis to the infinite number of
octaves that are conceivable, simply means
that the interval of an octave is divisible
into an infinity of minute parts.... Kalli-
natha’s objection to the view of infinite Srutis
is that the ear is incapable of appreciating
such infinitesimal §rutss. Though the argument
is quite valid, it doesfiot strike at the root
of the question. It may still be asked:
Why just twenty-two Srutis, and not.twenty-
four or twelve, each of which is quite as
appreciable by the ear as one of the system
of twenty-two ? The only complete reply
would be :—Simply because the system ﬁof
twenty-two suits best the purpose in hand,
which is to indicate the relations of the
various notes in the grama.”—loc. cit.

Compare : “It appears that the FTFYUT was
aware of the theory of dhvani promulgated
in the, Dhvani-kérikis and ‘elaborately set
forth in the Dhvanyiloka, It says that eafw
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§ 31.

§ 34

§ 4.
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89

99

131

I3

136

will be included in some one out of TATR,
qug [, TUTERRT, SIS AT, SAY. T ey
T wrer sl e 9@ and QRETTEE
("a? ) wwmear eaﬁﬁﬁ‘aﬁ 1 s, 344. 14
and 18. This shows that though the srfiagm
knew the theory of =& it was not willing
to subscribe to it. This view of the aﬁ:rg'{rur
is similar to the view of WiAg and 3gz
as said by the sfegr@a®™..”—MM. P, V.°
Kane : History of Sanskrit Poetics ( 1951),
p.7

‘IR . . . . whan’—This verse is attributed
to Panini in aunthologies.

‘B{Tga’rsﬁr. ... frfyegfa~—Ascribed to Bharvu
or Bharfcu, according to Bianabhaita the
spiritual preceptor of the Maukharis in
anthologies.

‘GANISIT . ... WfagH —This verse occurs ‘n
the Mahdbhdrata, Udyogaparvan. Chap. 35.
74. | )

‘fafafefr.. ... AT ——Attributed  to
Dharmakirtti in the Saduktikarndmrta of
Sridharadasa. ’
The view that dhvani may be subsumed
under bhakti or lakyand is held among others.
by Mukulabbatta in his Abhidhdvrttimstrka,
Cf, ‘sgummianied § : ggediaaade-
aftaer faem s Fenfefaglfrasieag
e faefe: Faehaar geur frewimg) 7
LRI (RREIE R ERIRE UG Y

-~0p. cit., p.21 (N.S.P, Edn)

Mukula recognises only two functions ( TR






